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SENATE—Monday, September 27, 1982

(Legislative day of Wednesday, September 8, 1982)

The Senate met at 11 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. THURMOND).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich-
ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray.

It is a good thing to give thanks unto
the Lord, and to sing praise unto Thy
name, O most High: To shew forth Thy
loving kindness in the morning, and
Thy faithfulness every mnight.—Psalm
92:1,2

Loving Lord, we thank Thee for the
leadership of the Senate, for the
strength and wisdom of Senator
Howarp Baxer, and Senator ROBERT
C. BYrp. As we enter this final week,
we pray for them, their families and
staffs a special measure of grace. As
they have steered this body through
rough waters and tempestuous weath-
er these past 2 years, may these next 5
days bring resolution to all the busi-
ness they deem essential so that they
and all the Senators may end this
week with the satisfaction of a task
well done. In the name of the One
who finished the work He had come to
do. Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority leader is recognized.

THE CHAPLAIN'S PRAYER

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I do not
often comment on the Chaplain’'s
prayer, but I must say I believe this is
the first time that the distinguished
minority leader and I have been recog-
nized by name. We are grateful for
that.

There are some days when we hope
no one is watching, let alone the
Diety.

But I thank the Chaplain for his
prayerful remarks.

OCTOBER SPRING

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, by this
week's end, October will be upon us,
and I am pleased that I have received
from my good friend and colleague
from Indiana, Senator LUGAR, a poem
entitled “October Spring.”

The poem was written by Philip Ap-
pleman who is a professor of English
at Indiana University. Mr. Appleman

was the recipient of a National Endow-
ment for the Arts fellowship in cre-
ative writing and the winner of the
Castagnola Award for the collection of
poems contained in his book “Open
Doorways.”

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of “October Spring” by printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the poem
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

OCTOBER SPRING
When crisp catalpa leaves
come tumbling down the frosty morning air
like tarpaulins for tulips,
it's spring again in little college towns,
October snipping at our brave beginnings,
the new year pruned away to nine lean
months
of three-day weeks and fifty-
minute hours, This new year lights
no dogwood, no magnolia to find us
limping through our shrunken moments or
calling courage from our stubborn past,
the long pilgrimage of algae,
sponges, reptiles, flowers,
men. No robins linger
in the haze of this late spring
to whistle, in our fifty-minute hours,
the miracles to come: birds
of brighter plumage, richer songs,
flowers in subtler shades, men and women
walking together in peace.
But the big catalpa leaves
float crippled down the slanting sun,
brown nourishment to our long
hope, and we are clinging to
our thinning vears because brown leaves
are clumsy promises: because it's
spring again.

ORDER FOR PERIOD FOR THE
TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that after the exe-
cution of the special order in favor of
the Senator from Georgia (Mr. NUNN)
there be a period for the transaction
of routine morning business to extend
not past the hour of 12 noon in which
Senators may speak for not more than
5 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DenTON). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, is there
an order for the Senate to turn to the
consideration of H.R. 6968, the mili-
tary construction appropriations bill
today?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
majority leader is correct.

Mr. BAKER. I believe the order is to
do so at 12 noon; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At 12
noon is correct.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, is there
an order for the Senate to proceed to
the consideration of the Government
debt collection bill, H.R. 4613, after
the disposition of the military con-
struction appropriations bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
majority leader is correct.

Mr. BAKER. I believe there are time
agreements on both those measures,
are there not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
majority leader is correct.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I also
point out to Members that while we
will take up these two important
issues today and dispose of them, no
rollcall votes will occur today because
of the religious significance of this
day.

Rollcall votes that are ordered today
will be stacked and occur beginning at
2 p.m. tomorrow under the order pre-
viously. entered.

ORDER VITIATING SENATOR
NUNN’S SPECIAL ORDER

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I under-
stand that the Senator from Georgia
now indicates he does not need the
special order in his favor. I ask unani-
mous consent that it be vitiated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

SENATE SCHEDULE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the
schedule then for today will be morn-
ing business, after the two leaders,
until 12 noon, in which Senators may
speak for not more than 5 minutes
each; at 12 noon the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of the mili-
tary construction appropriations bill,
Calendar Order No. 839, H.R. 6968, on
which there is a time agreement.

Following disposition of that meas-
ure the Senate will proceed to the con-
sideration of Calendar Order No. 545,
H.R. 4613, the Government debt col-
lection bill, on which there is a time
limit.

No rolicall votes will occur today.

Mr. President, it is not anticipated
that the Senate will be in late today.
However, I point out to Members that
we are prepared to proceed to the con-
sideration of other matters that may
be brought before the Senate that can
be disposed of in a relatively brief time
and without the requirement for a
rollcall vote.

@® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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Mr. President, on tomorrow under a
previous order the Senate will proceed
to the consideration of the agriculture
appropriations bill at 10 a.m.

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 9:15
AM. TOMORROW

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
Senate compietes its business today it
stand in recess until 9:15 a.m. tomor-
row.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

SENATE SCHEDULE TOMORROW

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, tomor-
row the Senate will convene at 9:15
a.m. and after the opening activities,
including the time allocated te the two
leaders under the standing order and
the discharge of any special orders and
perhaps a period for the transaction of
routine morning business, the Senate
will turn at 10 a.m. to the consider-
ation of the agriculture appropriations
bill on which there is a time agree-
ment.

THE OUTLOOK

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the out-
look for this week is as follows:

The Senate must deal with whatever
appropriation bills are available. We
have already passed the first one of
those, the HUD appropriations bill on
Friday.

We will take up military construc-
tion today and agriculture tomorrow.
That is a good beginning.

But there are 13 of those bills alto-
gether and as we receive them from
the House of Representatives and op-
erate them through our committee we
will take them up as they are available
and cleared.

It is anticipated that we will proceed
to the consideration of a continuing
resolution either on Tuesday or
Wednesday.

I will consult with the minority
leader about the possibility or pro-
ceeding to that measure on Tuesday
instead of Wednesday, which I believe
otherwise would qualify under the 3-
day rule. I hope we can go to it on
Tuesday and finish the continuing res-
olution on Wednesday and send it to
conference.

Members should bear in mind that it
is our hope to finish before midnight
on October 1, which is Friday. So in
order for the continuing resolution to
be completed through the conference
process and reach the President’s desk
in time for him to consider it, it seems
to me that we must do that on
Wednesday with the conference action
by both Houses to be concluded on
Thursday.

Mr. President, there are a number of
other matters that can and no doubt
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will be taken up during the course of
this week, but the appropriation bills,
the continuing resolution, and the
crime package, plus conference reports
as they are available, are the must
items that must be disposed of this
week.

Senators should be aware of the pos-
sibility of late sessions any night this
week in order to complete the business
of the Senate.

Mr. President, I have a request from
the distinguished assistant majority
leader that he wishes some time from
the time allocated to me. I do not see
him in the Chamber at this moment.

I reserve the remainder of my time,
and I yield so that the acting minority
leader may seek recognition.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
acting minority leader is recognized.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I have
no need for the time allocated for the

minority leader. I reserve the remain- -

der of the time so allocated.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, may I
suggest, then, that, in view of that, we
proceed to the time for transaction of
routine morning business.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business that will expire no
later than 12 noon, during which Sen-
ators may speak for 5 minutes each.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ob-
serve that both the acting minority
leader and I have reserved the remain-
der of our time but there will be ample
time now for Members to speak in
morning business between now and 12
o'clock and I urge Senators to do so if
they wish.

SOVIET INSIDERS: HOW POWER
FLOWS IN MOSCOW

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, recently
Ned Temko, who has been the Chris-
tian Science Monitor’s Moscow corre-
spondent for over 1 year now, pub-
lished in his newspaper a series of arti-
cles summarizing his gleanings on
“Soviet Insiders: How Power Flows in
Moscow.” That may sound fairly rou-
tine, but anyone who has ever tried to
do much business in or with Moscow
can tell you that the real inner work-
ings of the Soviet power structure are
extraordinarily difficult to penetrate.

Frustrated, as are almost all outsid-
ers, in attempts to gain access to the
top Soviet leaders, Temko diligently
and over many months sought inter-
views with second- and third-echelon
Soviet officials who are themselves
often present when policy decisions
are discussed by the leadership. He
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has done a remarkable job in putting
together from their conversation clues
as to how the Soviet Union is run.

I commend to my colleagues this
series of articles for a rare glimpse at
Moscow decisionmaking—a subject
critical for all of us to understand. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent
that the full text of the articles be in-
serted in the REcoRD.

There being no objection, the arti-
cles were ordered to be printed in the
REcoRbD, as follows:

Sovier INsipERS: HOw POWER FLOWS IN
Moscow

(By Ted Temko)

Moscow.—Clark Gable, in a deservedly
forgotten 1940 film, plays a spy posing as a
journalist in Moscow. Along the way, our
hero adds one bit of wisdom to Western
man's understanding of the Kremlin:

“Face the facts, baby, there ain’t no news
in Russia!”

Comrade Gable remains largely right
about one key area of “reporting” on the
Soviet Union—the emptiness of many of the
political stories to which we in Moscow
devote most of out time and energy. Such
dispatches should carry some kind of con-
sumer warning, like packs of cigarettes.

For instance, on the Polish crisis: “The
following article, however knowledgeable it
may sound, is based on what the Soviet
news media say—not necessarily what
Soviet officials think—about Poland. The
author can claim no insight into such think-
ing, much less into Soviet intentions. The
‘diplomatic sources’ are in the same fix."”

(One example of the potential discrepan-
cles: For weeks now, the Soviet media have
reported a gradual ‘“normalization” in
Poland. One Soviet official, when inter-
viewed recently, shrugged this off—'Nor-
malization? Yes, in about five years,
maybe. . . .")

The current Monitor series, if written
from anywhere but Moscow, would be in a
Monitor wastebasket. The first article is
about reporters and reporting, something
reporters are not supposed to write about
for the excellent reason that the subject
puts most people to sleep.

The rest is about Soviet politics, policy,
and power at the tail end of the 17-year-old
Leonid Brezhnev era.

The subject is not at all new. The ap-
proach, however, is a bit unorthodox; based
both on the Western reporter’s normal fare
of news media and diplomatic sources—and
on 32 lengthy interviews over the past year
with ranking Soviet officials.

The plan was simple, and, to at least some
Soviet officials, clearly crazy. I wanted a
firsthand account of how the Soviet system
works, how power and paper flow, of who
matters and who doesn't.

What kind of men are at, or at least near,
the top?

And on specific policy issues, like Poland,
do they really think in the stark blacks and
whites of Pravda commentary? (All evidence
on this last question was, incidentally,
“no.")

A little like the Soviet bureaucracy, I
quickly found planning far easier than re-
sults.

“I'm calling about a possible interview
with Mr. Mikhail Suslov,” began one phone
call early last year to the Communist Party
Central Committee. (Mr, Suslov, who passed
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on last month, was a member of the central
Soviet leadership for some 35 years.)

After a moment of stunned silence, the
voice on the other end of the line erupted
into hearty laughter. “I suppose the next
thing you'll tell me is that you want to see
Comrade Brezhnev!” (It was. Neither inter-
view materialized.)

Or, there was the head of the Central
Committee's “Letter Department,” which
handles the swelling thousands of requests
and complaints the committee has been en-
couraging, and receiving, from ordinary citi-
zens. His officer’s initial response (with no
discernible trace of irony) was: “Write a
letter” (to the Foreign Ministry).

Word of my shenanigans evidently spread.
A few months back, I met Yuri Chernyakov,
the tall, stately chief of the Foreign Minis-
try press department. “Ah, so you're the
Mr. Temko who has been trying to see our
senior officials,” he said, not at all unkindly.
“Well, I think you should keep at it. There
are still unfortunate tendencies—mostly, I
would say, from earlier days—that make
this difficult. But really, do keep at it.”

My eyes lit up. I suggested he might help
me in my longtime quest for an interview
with his boss, Foreign Minister Andrei Gro-
myko. Mr. Chernyakov smiled and, in sever-
al wonderfully crafted sentences, delivered a
polite, but unmistakable, “no.”

Yet ultimately, 18 high-ranking Soviets
agreed to lengthy interviews and, in some
cases, to four or five interviews. Fifteen of
the officials were members of the Commu-
nist Party’s Central Committee. The rest sat
on the Central Auditing Commission, theo-
retically a troubleshooter for party finances
and bureaucracy and often a way station to
a place on the Central Committee.

Two men interviewed turned out to be, in
effect, unlisted members of the Central
Committee's Secretariat—next to the party
Politburo, the country's most powerful po-
litical body. At least one-third of the offi-
cials had attended both Politburo and Sec-
retariat meetings. Boris Pastukhov, leader
of the party's youth wing, said he did so
quite often.

Another official attended Secretariat ses-
sions less frequently, but gets what were de-
scribed as thorough briefings on top-level
discussions and decisions.

Within the government (as opposed to
party) hierarchy, one man held the rank of
minister. Another, though without formal
rank, said he attended all meetings of the
Council of Ministers.

Perhaps inevitably, some of the officials
open to the idea of an interview were for-
eign policy specialists with some experience
in dealing with Western diplomats or re-
porters. These included men like Georgi Ar-
batov from Moscow's Institute of the United
States and Canada, and political commenta-
tors like Alexander Bovin of Izvestia and
Yuri Zhukov of Pravda.

But much of the material in the articles
that follow came from others: people like
Mr. Pastukhov; the editors in chief of
Pravda and Sovietskaya Rossiya (the equiv-
alent of Pravda for the Russian Republic);
the two Council of Ministers men; and the
chief of the Communist Party’s official ide-
ological journal, Kommunist.

A few of the interviews were a bit frustrat-
ing. Arranging them in the first place some-
times involved a fair amount of verbal acro-
I{:at.ics. On one occasion this plainly back-

ired.

In seeking an interview with a Ukrainian
novelist, who happened to be a member of
the Central Committee, I professed a not
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entirely genuine adoration for his writing.
So when we met, in the lobby of a Moscow
hotel, Alexander Gonchar afforded an ency-
clopedic briefing on the subject. I then
slipped in a question about the workings of
the Central Committee, to which he
promptly replied: “I won't say anything on
that subject. Let's talk about litera-
ture. . . .” We did.

Yet even the more reticent or formal of
those interviewed often provided insights
into the way the system works, or the way
its protagonists think and act. Most went
much further, addressing with what I some-
times found remarkable frankness issues of
politics, policy, and power.

What emerged was not a perfectly precise
picture of the workings of a nation Church-
ill called “a riddle wrapped in a mystery
inside an enigma.” But the officials did un-
cover some parts of the puzzle and, in other
areas, at least suggest which pieces went
where.

The articles that follow may present
merely the picture Soviet officials want to
offer. But I have sought to skirt, or at least
minimize, the possibility by crosschecking
information and by speaking with various
senior officials more than once. Information
that seemed suspect has been explicitly
hedged or omitted.

Without overstating the value of this
series, there is another sense in which the
interviews were worth doing. From the start
the idea had been—regardless of what facts
and insights ranking Soviet officials might
or might not provide—to go beyond the gen-
erally passive approach that marks our
everyday reporting on the Eremlin.,

When reporting on other subjects—like
the way Russians live, or joke, or dissent—
we work harder and write better. To be fair,
this is probably natural. Ordinary Russians,
and dissident Russians, talk more openly
than official Russians,

Leonid Brezhnev's latest utterances on
the perfidy of world inperialism tend to be
somewhat less riveting than the jokes Mus-
covites tell about him.

But will Soviet tanks rumble into Poland?
Or out of Afghanistan? Here, we rely almost
exclusively on “sources” that cannot possi-
bly, by themselves, answer such guestions.
We absorb the enormous daily wordspew of
Pravda, Izvestia, Tass, Soviet television, and
the like.

Then we talk to diplomats who rely large-
ly on the same “sources.” Official or not,
even the most sophisticated of Soviet media
commentaries tell us only what the Eremlin
thinks, perhaps even only what the author
thinks. Often, we cannot be sure which. As
for what the Kremlin will “do,” we are left
to make an educated guess.

Worse, in a town where journalists rou-
tinely collaborate with diplomats and with
one another, we are often satisfied with a
single, consensus guess. Worse still, our dis-
patches, no matter how carefully peppered
with stock Moscow adverbs like “apparent-
ly" and “reportedly,” often suggest a far
greater certainty about Kremlin workings
and intentions than any of us can honestly
claim.

One example: Intermittently over the past
year, Moscow dispatches have noted paral-
lels between Soviet media commentary on
the upheaval in Poland and official cover-
age of Czechoslovakia before the tanks
rolled into Prague some 14 years ago. The
implication was that the Kremlin might be
revving up its tanks once again.

Yet just as conceivably, the media rum-

blings could have meant the Kremlin
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wanted the outside world, particularly the
Poles, to think the tanks were about to roll.
Ultimately, we could not know.

Sometimes we admitted this. problem,
starkly and explicitly. Yet at other times,
we finessed it with a quotation or two from
a Moscow diplomat no more clued in to
Kremlin thinking on Poland than we were.
Depending on the diplomat chosen, Soviet
intervention was portrayed as more, or less,
likely.

Almost never -did we track down a Soviet
official for at least a hint of what the men
in the Kremlin were planning. In most
places outside the Soviet Union, this would
be a Western reporter’s automatic impluse.

Clark Gable is right. Things are different
here. A few days after I arrived in Moscow,
a European colleague told how he had tried
to chase down rumors of an impending
Warsaw Pact summit meeting. With pristine
logic, he phoned the information depart-
ment of the Central Committee.

“Why are you calling us?"" he was asked.

“You are, I was told, the information de-
partment,” he rebutted dryly.

“Yes,” said the voice, polite and patient.
“But we don't give information. We get it."

Ir's Nor “DEMoCRACY” BUT MANY SOVIETS
HAvVE A Say

(By Ned Temko)

Moscow.—"Things were, well, different
before Brezhnev,” the Soviet official began.
He paused, took a sip of tea, and smiled: “I
remember once Khrushchev, all of a
sudden, decided a certain man must be
named deputy premlier. ... Well, it was
done. Then Khrushchev said, no, this
wasn't the man he wanted. . . .

“The first man, who of course couldn't
figure out from the start why he was sud-
denly becoming deputy premier, was given a
nice job somewhere else. . . .”

The moral, various senior officials sug-
gested, is this: Under Leonid Brezhnev,
there is greater stability. logic, “profession-
alism,” in the business of making decisions
and policy. More people—better-trained,
more-specialized people—have a say: individ-
uals and institutions well outside the “inter-
locking directorate” of Politburo and Secre-
tariat.

But in practice, some of these “individuals
and institutions” matter much more, or dif-
ferently, than others. There is often an
enormous amount of input in the formula-
tion of domestic or foreign policy. Yet the
extent to which input equals influence de-
pends on the particular people and issues in-
volved. Ultimate policymaking power re-
mains the province of a very few. Below
them trails an intricate, if not always per-
fectly decipherable, hierarchy of influ-
ence . . . and of access.

For some, access is more indirect, influ-
ence less powerful, than for others. But the
story begins with nonmembers:

Down a nondescript alleyway almost liter-
ally within shouting distance of the Krem-
lin sits a lobby that, with its public writing
tables, looks a little like a post office. A sign
outside ways it is an official “reception”
area. There you will typically find a small
gathering of quite ordinary Russians (or
Byelorussians, or Ukrainians)—bundled old
women and war veterans and younger work-
ing people.

Most are hunched over tables, scribbling
requests or complaints to the Central Com-
mittee of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union. By official figures, there are
some 600,000 “Dear Central Committee”
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notes a year. Yet if the small percentage
penned at the reception room is any guide,
most seem to seek no real "policy” input.

On my latest visit, I found a huddle of
people, including a young woman from Byel-
orussia and a war veteran from south of
Moscow, framing requests for more apart-
ment space. An older woman wanted to get
back at a prosecutor for wrongfully hauling
one of her relatives into court.

“I don't know if the letters work,” said a
third woman. “Some people say they
R

The letters do get read—by a recently cre-
ated Central Committee department at-
tached to the Secretariat. Thus the voices of
these people, and of many other Soviet citi-
zens without high official rank—whether
workers or shoppers, or local government
and party officials—do get heard near the
top. They undoubtedly matter. How much is
impossible for a foreign reporter to say with
any certainty.

But senior Soviet officials made one thing
clear;: The major role in policymaking be-
longs to people and institutions that don't
have to write the Secretariat (or to those
explicitly asked to do so).

The cast of characters tends to be largest,
their individual roles most predictable, for
set pleces like the framing of the yearly eco-
nomic plan or of a long-anticipated Brezh-
nev foreign policy address.

Yet occasionally, most often in foreign re-
lations, the Politburo and Secretariat
cannot set their own agendas. Dissident
physicist Andrei Sakharov, for instance,
may go on hunger strike. A Soviet subma-
rine may run aground off Sweden. Ronald
Reagan may give the green light for produc-
tion of a neutron weapon—or announce eco-
nomic sanctions over the Polish crisis. Then,
the cast of characters is apt to narrow.

One group, officials said, has virtually
automatic input: the Secretariat’s own de-
partments and apparatus. (If you're not a
member, it helps at least to move in the
same circles.) Beyond this? One official said
eloquently, “It depends. . . .”

Last August, Ronald Reagan decided to go
ahead with production of a neutron weapon.
(Leonid Brezhnev was vacationing in the
Crimea.) The Soviet response came a week
later: an acridly worded official statement
ending with a nicely vague hint that
Moscow might build a neutron warhead of
its own.

The cast of characters, officials suggested,
had been small: principally Mikhail Zi-
myanin (a member of the Secretariat, and
former editor of Pravda) and Leonid Zamya-
tin (head of the Central Committee's inter-
national information department, and
former director of Tass),

The task required relatively little consul-
tation, one official said. After all, Jimmy
Carter had moved, then retreated, on the
neutron weapon issue during his term in the
White House.

“Our position was already formed, in large
part,” the official said. What remained, he
suggested, was to refine the script a bit—
“Reaganize” it.

A few months later came a trickier chal-
lenge: A Soviet submarine faltered in a re-
stricted area of Swedish coastal waters.
That was bad enough. But the Swedes said
the vessel appeared to be carrying nuclear
weapons—a particularly unwelcome charge
at a time when Moscow was pushing for a
“nuclear-free zone” in northern Europe.

Officials here would give no details on
how the Soviet policy machine handled the
sub’s mishap, but did outline the pattern of
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response to similar foreign policy problems.
Other actors come into play:

In addition to virtually automatic partici-
pants like Foreign Minister Andrei Gromy-
ko and various other Politburo and Secre-
tariat-level figures, one official said, “The
response [to more urgent questions] typical-
ly involves reports from the relevant embas-
sy, from the [Soviet] press there, maybe
from the KGB, and, if their is a military
aspect, from military intelligence. . . . Also
there may be a meeting of the Defense
Council."” (The existence of this senior mili-
tary group was first revealed in 1976, when
the Soviet press offhandedly mentioned Mr.
Brezhnev as its chairman.)

Conspicuously absent from this blueprint
are what Western analysts often call the So-
viets' “foreign policy specialists': academics
or writers like Georgi Arbatov, head of Mos-
cow’s Institute of the United States and
Canada, or Izvestia commentator Alexander
Bovin. Their influence began in the late
Khrushchev years and widened after Mr.
Brezhnev took over.

One official recounts that “various” spe-
cialists, “Bovin and Arbatov among them,
began to work, at first somewhat informal-
1y, later formally” with the Secretariat and
its apparatus. Through the 1970’s the role
of such specialists has continued to matter,
officials suggest, but its nature has gradually
changed.

Mr. Bovin’'s own (good-natured) character-
ization of the change—*“Back then, I gave
my opinion even when no one asked, now I
give it when they ask me"—is exaggerated,
other officials say.

He, Mr. Arbatov, and various fellow ‘'spe-
cialists” are said to retain frequent enough
contact with men of at least Secretariat
level to make an important contribution to
the policy machine, asked or unasked. Be-
sides, officials say, they are asked. The dis-
tinetion is that more of their contribution is
now apt to be “of a longer-range nature,” as
one official put it, “not necessarily, for in-
stance, on how to answer such-and-such dip-
lomatic note.”

The issues may range from arms talks to
Mideast policy. Both Arbatov and Bovin
said that, typically, they are asked for their
written assessment—often by the Secretar-
iat, sometimes by the Foreign Ministry. In
some instances, other officials said, the for-
eign policy specialists are invited to Secre-
tariat or Politburo sessions, or are called on
by individual members of either group.

Men like Arbatov and Bovin also partici-
pate in preparation of some foreign policy
statements by Soviet leaders, officials said.
Such specialists were among those who
helped prepare the foreign affairs portion
of Brezhnev's keynote address to last year's
Communist Party congress.

When Reagan announced economic sanc-
tions against the Soviets late last year, Ar-
batov wrote a commentary for Pravda.
Bovin wrote a piece in Izvestia. Neither
seems to have been summoned for urgent
policy consultation. Bovin, at least, says he
was not. Arbatov, who had been scheduled
to go on vacation at the time, did so.

On the domestic front—at least on the
economic front—policymaking typically
moves more slowly. Both the economic erisis
and the pattern ior dealing with it have
become something very close to institutions
in recent years.

Policy “input” is enormous, almost con-
stant. Policy output, officials say, is in large
part a function of bargaining among actors
like Gosplan (the gargantuan state planning
organization), government ministries, and
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party officials; or among competing regions
and economic sectors.

The scientific community plays an in-
creasingly important role, the officials said.
So do other, not strictly economic, groups:
for example, the youth organization of the
Communist Party, whose say stems largely
from the importance of young work bri-
gades in key economic projects.

Much more rarely on the domestic front
than in foreign policy does the Soviet deci-
sionmaking machine have to cope with the
equivalent of an errant submarine.

(Perhaps partly from lack of practice, the
machine seems to have flubbed a recent ex-
ception: Dr. Sakharov's hunger strike in
appeal for an exit visa for his daughter-in-
law. The initial decision, as officials tell it,
was to stand tough. Yet as Dr. Sakharov
kept fasting, as the Western press kept writ-
ing about him, and as Western scientists
began shouting at Moscow, the men at the
top rethought things. One official said Ana-
toli Alexandrov, head of the Academy of
Sciences, was a key voice for compromise.
“He and others did not want the death of
Sakharov on the Soviet Union's shoulders.”
Moscow, in the end, give in.)

More typical of domestic policymaking
was Mr. Brezhnev's late 1980 call for a novel
“food program'" to deal with a not-so-novel
problem: a growing shortage of meat and
dairy products on Soviet store counters. The
groundwork, and bargaining, quickly got
into full swing.

By the time of the party congress in early
1981 (they are held every five years), Alexei
Smirnov, head of a nationwide system of
food cooperatives and a man with ministeri-
al rank in the Soviet government, says that
his group “had already calculated we would
provide an increase of 15 percent [in food
supplies] in the current five-year plan.”

By July, e had done some new figuring:
“After working this out with our regional
contacts, we decided we could provide an in-
crease of 25 percent—assuming we get some
help from the state in increasing equipment
and transport capacity for some farming en-
terprises. . .."

“The food program will surely be an-
nounced at the fall [1981] plenum of the
Central Committee, in conjunction with
?;:ét year's economic plan,” Mr. Smirnov

It wasn't. Mr. Brezhneyv told the plenum,
in effect, that work on drawing up the pro-
gram was continuing and that the full pack-
age would be offered at a later committee
session. (Meanwhile, officials said, some as-
pects of the program—like a shift of agricul-
tural resources from wheat to more appro-
priate livestock feedgrains—were being car-
ried out piecemeal.)

The bargaining may, in any case, continue
even after a food program is announced.
Last year, the Secretariat and the Soviet
government published guidelines for shor-
ing up another problem area: coal mining.
Shortly afterward a follow-up meeting (or-
ganized by the Secretariat, one senior offi-
cial said) was held in Moscow. Among the
participants listed in Pravda were senior
government ministers, two members of the
Secretariat, and various regional and iocal
representatives. Boris Pastukhov, head of
the party youth organization, was not men-
tioned in Pravda, but he was at the meeting:

“Various speakers were exclaiming, ‘The
youth will do this, the youth will do that.' I
said, ‘The living conditions [for young
miners] are still far from good. There is no
[activities] club, for instance. . . . Until you
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meet these demands on our part, you will
not get young workers." "

Yet whether the issue is coal or neutron
weapons, whether you are Boris Pastukhov
or Leonid Zamyatin, not all those with
input and influence in the Soviet system are
created equal.

For a foreign reporter, charting an indi-
vidual’s precise place in the policy hierarchy
can be roughly akin to counting angels on a
pin. Still, hints of the intricate dividing
lines do come across in interviews with vari-
ous officials:

Pastukhov, for instance, said he quite
often attended Politburo and Secretariat
sessions. But when asked why “Komsomol
[the party youth wing], or you, don't have a
formal place on the Politburo,” he did sug-
gest the distinction mattered.

His first, chuckling reply was: “Well,
maybe iI you put in a good word for
us. " Then, more seriously, he said “this
hishest echelon” of leadership required vast
experience, He in effect said he saw Mikhail
Gorbachev, the youngest Politburo member
and a onetime regional leader in Komsomol,
as speaking for the group at “the highest
echelon.”

Mikhail Nenashev, editor of the newspa-
per Sovietskaya Rossiya, regularly attends
Secretariat sessions, although he is not for-
mally a member. He participates in discus-
sions which, with protocol minimal and
formal votes rare, constitute much of the
Secretariat’s work. Yet in some functions,
he suggested, he had less influence than of-
ficial members of the group: either when
“things are rejected from the start, or [it is
decided to have them] moved to the Polit-
buro for further discussion.”

Or, there is Leonid Zamyatin, the depart-
ment chief said to have helped frame the
Soviet statement on the neutron weapon.
Alexander Bovin lists Mr. Zamyatin, who
also acts as press spokesman on President
Brezhnev's trips abroad, as of those who
“can give advice even when not asked.”

Yet when I asked a senior official whether
Zamyatin might therefore be called the co-
ordinator of foreign policy input for the
Secretariat, the man replied: “No, not
really. Remember, he is not a member of
the Secretariat. iz

(A glimpse of the hlemrchy was offered in
talks last year between the visiting Canadi-
an agriculture minister and Soviet officials.
At one session Mikhail Gorbachev, and agri-
cultural specialist who is a member of both
Politburo and Secretariat, was joined by the
Soviet agriculture minister and the head of
the Central Committee’s agriculture depart-
ment. Gorbachev is said to have done “liter-
ally"” all the talking for the Soviet side.)

Here as elsewhere, access to men at the
top cannot help but influence policy for
those further down the hierarchy. Given
the degree of power vested in the Politburo
mﬂtSecmmﬂat, access is especially impor-

Though it is sometimes hard to confirm
officials’ portrayal of their own access or
lack of it, two interviews did provide a hint
of the intricate pecking order: Yuri Zhukov,
a veteran Pravda commentator, remarked
shortly after last year's meeting between
Foreign Minister Gromyko and US Secre-
tary of State Alexander M. Haig Jr.: “Well,
I haven't seen Gromyko yet. He is still in
the US.

Later, Alexander Chakovsky, editor of the
newspaper Literaturnaya Gazeta, offered
me help in arranging interviews with other
officials: “I can't help with the Gromyko
level, of course. . ., . But on the Zamyatin
level, I'd be glad to."”
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Another editor, Vasily Golubev of the
newspaper Sotsialisticheskaya Industria
(Socialist Industry), showed me a roughly
20-page report he had sent the Secretariat
summarizing comments from various work-
ers, executives, engineers, and scientsts on
the current economic plan. This, he said,
was one form of policy input. But as if to
say the real requisite was ‘“access,” he
added: I know Dolgikh,” referring to the
member of the Secretariat specializing in in-
dustrial issues.

At times, the drop-off between those with
“access” and those without it can be abrupt:
After Mr. Reagan's neutron weapon deci-
sion, I talked with Nikolai Novikov, a deputy
chief editor of Izvestia. (His boss, like the
editors of Pravda and Sovietskaya Rossiya,
attends regular Secretariat meetings. the
Pravda editor, in an interview, had earlier
demonstrated rather detailed familiarity
with another military question, which led
mt to believe Mr. Novikov might conceiv-
ably be helpful.) Mr. Novikov indeed ad-
dressed the neutron issue—hinting ominous-
ly at Soviet plans to build a similar weapon.

Later, 1 asked a Central Committee

member about this. He replied, not unkind-
ly: “Well, Novikov wouldn't be in a position
to know anyway. That's for sure,”

‘WHo PuLLs THE LEvERs oF POWER IN THE
SovVIET MACHINE

(By Ned Temko)

Moscow.—Mikhail Fedorovich Nenashev
is something of a Soviet socialist Clark
Kent/Superman.

He is a softspoken newspaper editor few
Russians, and fewer Westerns, have heard
of. Yet for about 90 minutes each week he
lays aside his red pencil—and helps run the
Soviet Union.,

His name is not on any official leaderskip
list. Still, the slight, bespectacled Mr. Nena-
shev takes part in the meetings of a group
second in policymaking power only to the
Soviet Politiburo: the Secretariat of the
Communist Party's Central Committee.

There is another strange thing about Mr.
Nenashev (who edits Sovietskaya Rossiya,
the official organ of the Russian Republic).
Within the full, 468-member Central Com-
mittee, he is only a “candidate,” or nonvot-
ing, member. That means, officials suggest,
a little less prestige but not necessarily any
less influence.

Mr. Nenashev, at 55, is young by Soviet
political standards. He hasn't been editor of
Sovietskaya Rossiya and an “unlisted” par-
{Jcipant in Secretarial meetings for all that
ong.

Meanwhile, behind the traditionally
closed doors of the committee’s twice-yearly
sessions, it may not matter much, in practi-
cal terms, whether you have a vote or
not. . ..

There was, for instance, the “Nixon ques-
tion."” The time was 1972, back when U.S.
officials spoke of détente in the present
tense. Richard Nixon had jointly broken
stride in his run-up to a Moscow summit: to
announce the mining of North Vietnamese
ports. The Soviets, it was thought, might
cancel the summit. Just three days before
Mr. Nixon was due here, the full Central
Committee met in special session:

“The decision to receive Nixon had al-
ready been taken,” relates one senior offi-
cial. “The Politburo called the meeting, for
another reason: to explain why the decision
had been made. Comrade Brezhnev did this.
Then he announced he would protest the
American action, in the committee’s name,
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to Nixon. . . . No one spoke against the de-
cision.”

What follows is an attempt to assemble an
insiders' guide to the policymaking machine
Leonid Brezhnev, now in his mid 70s, will
hand over to whoever comes after. It is an
effort to unravel the present, not predict
the future.

It is largely the story of three senior Com-
munist Party bodies that work, for all prac-
tical purposes, in secret: the Politburo, the
Secretariat, and the full Central Committee.
Other individuals, other institutions, influ-
ence decisions—a subject for the next article
in this series.

Yet by Soviet law and party rules, these
three groups direct the nation’s policy. And
they do, senior officials say. . .only not
quite as advertised.

On paper, it should all be quite simple.
The party Central Committee (318 full
members and 150 “candidates’) determines
basic policy lines, between infrequently held
national congresses. It then “elects” two
other bodies to do the day-to-day work. The
Politburo (13 full members and eight candi-
dates) is top dog. The committee Secretariat
(nine members ensures that what the Polit-
buro decides gets done.

Yet then come the disconcerting puzzle
pieces offered, sometimes almost offhanded-
ly, by officials who have participated in the
work of the three party bodies:

The Politburo, though genuinely the top
power, is not always the most important
actor in policy decisions.

The Secretariat does much more than dis-
pose what the Politburo proposes. It is a
more powerful policy body than its official
brief suggests. On occasion, the two top
groups meet as one. (The party rules do sug-
gest substantial autonomy for the Secretar-
iat in one very important area: appointment
of “cadres.” Officials confirm this role and
note it applies to positions both inside and
beyond party organizations.)

The official membership lists of both
groups can be a chancy guide to who actual-
ly attends their regular, generally weekly,
sessions. (This applies not only to men like
Mikhail Nenashev, but also to men like
Leonid Brezhnev.)

The Brezhnev Central Committee can
sometimes influence, as opposed to make,
policy, but not all policy, equally. The full
committee does not, as a rule, meddle in
questions of foreign relations.

“The day-to-day [power] relationships,”
began one Central Committee member who
has attended Politburo and Secretariat
meetings, “are not perfectly predictable . . .
even though some of us like to explain how
it is all wonderfully logical.”

But the model this and other officials
tended to settle on involved an “interlock-
ing” policy directorate of sorts. The Politbu-
ro and Secretariat do the interlocking.
“Don’t forget,” said one official, “five men
are members of both.” (They include Mr.
Brezhnev, the two men most often tipped by
diplomats as likely successors, and the
youngest man on either body, agricultural
specialist Mikhail Gorbachev.)

The easiest place to start a search for how
the Soviet policy machine works is, officials
suggested, in the Secretariat.

It generally meets once a week, officials
said. (They said the same went, as a rule, for
the Politburo, but it occasionally meets less
frequently.) Sometimes the session is at
Central Committee headquarters, other
times it is in the Kremlin. Wallet photo-

graphs of the group's nine official Members
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aren’'t likely to help the uninvited interloper
identify the players.

Leonid Brezhnev, party general secretary,
is the official chairman. But he is “not nec-
essarily” there. Several officials suggested
he was often absent and said Politburo ideo-
logical authority Mikhail Suslov then ran
the show before he passed on in January.

When neither he nor Mr. Brezhnev at-
tended, officials said, the chair went to
Andrei Kirilenke or Konstantin Chernenko,
the two men Western analysis consider
frontrunners to succeed Brezhnev as party
chief. Sovietskaya Rossiya editor Nenashev,
Pravda chief Victor Afanasyev and Izvestia
editor Pyotr Alexeyev are invited to the
weekly sessions. Mr. Afanasyev says Sergei
Lapin, head of the state broadcasting au-
thority, also attends.

“They do not only attend, but participate
in the discussions,” a colleague said. (Since
discussion takes up much of the Secretar-
iat's work, men like Afanasyev and Nena-
shev amount to something very close to full
members—but not quite, as the next article
in this series suggests.)

Directors of various of the Central Com-
mittee's roughly 20 specialized policy “de-
partments'—really Secretariat depart-
ments—also attend regularly. “And other
people, from outside, are called in according
to the parucular issue or issues being dis-
cussed. .

Some end up at Secretariat sessions
almost as frequently as Afanasyev and Nen-
ashev. Two, in particular, were mentioned:
party youth leader Boris Pastukhov, and
the head of the Soviet Academy of Sciences,
Anatoli Alexandrov.

Six other officials, among those inter-
viewed, said they had taken part in Secre-
tariat meetings: U.S. affairs expert Georgi
Arbatov, Izvestia commentator Alexander
Bovin, Socialist Industry editor Vasily Golu-
bev, Eommunist editor Richard Eosolapov,
consumer cooperative director Alexei Smir-
nov, and publishing committee chief Boris
Stukalin.

Protocol, in the Soviet system, is inversely
proportional to power. And protocol, in Sec-
retariat sessions, is at a minimum. (Pelitbu-
ro meetings tend to be smaller, and even less
formal.) “No one [at the Secretariat] really
asks for the floor, in any formal manner,”
said one official. “Suslov or Brezhnev, or
whoever, just looks around. You raise your
hand and you can speak.” The pace is brisk.

The agenda is crowded, often with matters
of everyday policy direction that would
seem, to the outsider, less than momentous.
“Some decisions can be made at lower
levels,” one official complains. ““But there is
a reluctance to take responsibility. .. .”
Still, the meetings generally last only about
90 minutes, according to Mr. Nenashev,
“Most of the work is done outside these
meetings, within the [specialized depart-
ments and] apparatus.”

And “most of the work” for the Politburo
can, in many cases, be done in the Secretar-
iat. It is here that the business of “inter-
locking” gets more complex, and the role of
individual actors and groups more unpre-
dictable.

In the end, the Politburo takes prece-
dence. This is particularly true, officials
said, in two areas: foreign policy and “major
departures, or new policies,” on the home
front. As it happens, there have been pre-
cious few issues of the second variety in the
more recent years of the Brezhnev era.
Soviet officials did not say this. But the
phenomenon may help explain something
they did say: In practice, the dividing line
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between the provinces of Politburo and Sec-
retariat can often be blurry.

“The Secretariat frames policy decisions,”
is how one senior official put it. “By the
time an issue reaches the Politburo, the
framework for the decision is usually al-
ready there.”

This can apply even to foreign policy
issues—where the Secretariat is said to “co-
ordinate'” and “organize” information and
analysis from various sources. Yet it is par-
ticularly true for domestic questions. On a
good number of such questions, especially
those involving nuts-and-bolts direction for
running the country, the Secretariat was
said to make the decisions itself.

One official who has attended Secretariat
and Politburo sessions pointed out that,
theoretically, “The Secretariat does not
have competence in areas of state, as op-
posed to party, fundings and expenditure.
Moreover, in the party hierarchy, the Secre-
tariat cannot give directives to the govern-
ment, while the Politburo can.

“Thus, a number of economic questlons
must technically be decided by the Politbu-
ro,” he said. But he added: “Even on some
decisions that fall in this category, the Sec-
retariat will, in effect, work everything out
and pass it up to the Politburo just to be
looked at.”

This the Politburo does—at a large table
in a room next to Mr. Brezhnev's Kremlin
office. Here, the ultimate decisionmaking
prerogative rests. And here, again, an offi-
cial score card won’t necessarily do the in-
terloper much good.

Mr. Brezhnev, officals says, is ‘“‘generally”
at Politburo sessions when in Moscow. So
are others in the group who are based in the
capital. But seven members are prominent
party men from outside. They do not neces-
sarily attend unless an issue relating to
their areas is being discussed.

This, said one senior official, even applied
to the Leningrad party leader, Grigori Ro-
manov, whom diplomats sometimes mention
as a dark-horse contender to succeed Mr.
Brezhnev.

“The opinions of those who do not attend
:ﬁ:ﬁnﬁn sought by phone,” said another of-

cial.

Like the Secretariat, the Politburo some-
times invites outsiders to its meetings.
(Again, Pastukhov and Alexandrov are fre-
quent visitors. And again, various other offi-
cials among those interviewed had attended
Politburo sessions.) But more often than
the Secretariat, the senior body will get its
outside input in written form.

“Candidate’” members talk but can’t vote.
As it happens, there often isn't a formal
vote anyway. “Usually when I've been
there.” remarked one official, “the chair-
man will say, ‘OK, my understanding is that
the proposal Is to do such-and-such. Any ob-
jections?” And that's that.” (Officials sug-
gested the full members do, as a rule, carry
more weight than the candidates, but the
equation is imperfect. They indicated that a
man like Boris Ponomaryov—a candidate
member of the Politburo but also part of
the Secretariat—wielded greater practical
policy influence than some full Politburo
members from outside Moscow.)

More often in the Politburo than at Secre-
tarit meetings, the focus is on foreign policy
issues. Foreign Minister Andrel Gromyko, a
member of the Politburo but not of the Sec-
retariat, ‘‘reports periodically,” said one
Soviet foreign policy analyst. ‘““Naturally,
the Politburo thoroughly considers his as-
sessment of all initiatives.”

And “sometimes,” another official adds,
“the Politburo may decide to raise an issue
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before the full Central Committee.” This
third component in the policy machine has,
in theory, considerable power—if only be-
cause it “elects” the Politburo and Secretar-
iat. (In the late 1950s Nikita Khrushchev
once marshalled support on the committee
to foil a bid by Politburo colleagues to oust
him.) Yet in specific policy decisions, the
Central Committee has clearly come to play
a junior role.

The Central Committee membership list
reads like a Who's Who of prominent com-
munists, yet it generally meets only twice a
year. In addition to the topmost political
and military figures, it includes people like
filmmaker Lev Kulidzhanov and former cos-
monaut Valentina Nikolayeva-Tereshkova.
Unsurprisingly, interviews with 15 commit-
tee members made clear, the group debates
more than decides policy issues.

There is protocol. At the end of discus-
sion, an issue in either deferred for further
study or put to a vote. In recent years, mem-
bers say, all votes have been unanimous.

“I don't see a lot of difference between my
position as a candidate member and a full
member,” remarked an official who has
been both, “except for prestige.”

Yet the debate can sometimes be sharp.
And members say the committee does exert
a measure of influence in at least one policy
area: economic planning. The committee in-
cludes, after all, effective representatives of
various regions, interest groups, sectors of
the economy, professions.

“There iz some hot discussion,” a commit-
tee member said. “For instance, if you try to
get a certain republic, or ministry, or plant,
to increase or change its contribution, . . . it
is a bargaining process from beginning to
end.”

Beyond this, the group can play another
policy, as opposed to “policymaking,” role: a
kind of sounding board for various deci-
sions. This, members suggested, explains
the 1972 session on the “Nixon question.”

Similarly, Mr. Brezhnev said recently that
the committee would devote a coming ses-
sion to a “food program’ that has been la-
boriously, and still incompletely, pieced to-
gether over the past 15 months. As on the
state's yearly economic plan, members sug-
gest, some hot “bargaining” is conceivable.

On foreign policy issues—whether Rich-
ard Nixon or Poland or Afghanistan—the
committee is much less apt to bargain. One
reason is straightforward: “Many of the
people,” one member said, “are not from the
foreign policy side, so they can’t speak with
great authority.” Individual committee
members can and do influence foreign
policy moves, but generally by virtue of
their roles outside committee sessions.

No full committee meeting was called,
members said, before Soviet troops inter-
vened in Afghanistan at the end of 1979.
Nor, they said, was the committee convened
for dispatch of an angry letter last June (in
the committee's name) to Poland’'s belea-
guered communist leadership.

The initiative came from the top. (One
senior official said flatly it originated in the
Secretariat; another said it should be “as-
sumed” it came from the Politburo.) The
Secretariat, various officials agreed, han-
dled the task of drafting the note. It was,
the officials said, “shown” to all committee
members.
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THE NEXT KREMLIN GENERATION: CRISIS
MANAGERS AS MUucH As COMMUNISTS
(By Ned Temko)

Moscow.—In central Moscow, if you take
Marx-and-Engels Street to the end, you will
find a dimly lit office distinguished by lofty
ceilings and an enormous bust of Karl
Marx.

The room belongs to Richard Kosolapov,
the quiet, articulate editor of Kommunist,
the Soviet Communist Party's ideological
journal. Asked about Poland (two days after
the imposition of martial law), he replies:

“It is not possible for Polish leaders to
bypass Solidarity. . . . Undoubtedly, there
will have to be a dialogue, an intensive, ef-
fective dialogue. . . ."

The “transition” from the era of Leonid
Brezhnev to whoever and whatever follows
has, in a sense, already begun.

Younger men—like Kommunist's Richard
Kosolapov, Pravda editor Viktor Afanasyev,
or Mikhail Nenashev of Sovietskaya Ros-
siya—have moved into positions of “access”
and influence within the policy machine.
(““Younger,” by Soviet political standards,
means men between 50 and 60 years old—
some 15 to 25 years less than men like Mr.
Brezhnev.)

The older men may have changed a bit,
too. They did not roll tanks into Poland
when many in the West said they would. A
few weeks back, I asked a younger Central
Committee member why.

“Everyone on the Politburo,” he said,
“knew there were some problems tanks
wouldn't solve. ... They realized such a
step should be avoided under any—almost
any, I should say—circumstances.”

A few days later I asked another of the
younger men, foreign policy analyst Alexan-
der Bovin, about the “gradual normaliza-
tion" the official Soviet news media were de-
tecting in Poland:

“Normalization? Yes, in about five years,
maybe. . . . We cannot speak of normaliza-
tion. The issue, in the shorter run, is cancel-
ing martial law. It will gradually change in
color. Some aspects will remain, others will

. . . . At least, this is how I see

Only a fool would venture precise predic-
tions on the men who will lead the Soviet
Union when Leonid Brezhnev is gone. Only
a greater fool would presume they will nec-
essarily be men like Alexander Bovin or
Richard Kosolapov—strikingly (to the out-
sider) more articulate, sophisticated, open,
and self-confident than the typical older of-
ficial. With others of roughly the same age
group (Mr. Afanasyev, for instance, or party
youth leader Boris Pastukhov) the impres-
sion comes over less strongly.

And whether such officials who are now
in the younger generation will rule differ-
ently when they eventually reach the top
remains to be seen. Yet they do often seem
to think—or at least talk and act—different-
ly, with two marked exceptions:

They seem in most cases to share with
much older officials a sense of national, as
opposed to personal, insecurity. It is the
sense that their nation remains an acutely
vulnerable superpower, not fully accepted
oy the United States as a member of the
club, and beset by problems at home and
abroad. The economy is not working right.
And beyond Soviet borders lie real or poten-
tial sources of trouble: Poland . . . and up-
heaval in Iran . . . and Afghanistan . . . and
China . . . and (in the longer run, suggested
one official interviewed) Japan.

Officials of both generations projected a
starkly bipolar vision of the way the world
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should be: Two superpowers, Soviet and
American, should in effect run things. That,
after all, is the point of being a superpower.
They should help each other out, respect
each other.

This arrangement, in Soviet eyes, presup-
poses that what Moscow does to its dissi-
dents, for instance, is Moscow's business.
(Older officials interviewed were much more
likely to address this subject, yet the young-
er ones who mentioned it plainly shared
their view.) On international issues, ‘re-
spect” would cover a Soviet sphere of influ-
ence, or legitimate concern, deemed to em-
brace Afghanistan as surely as Poland. Also,
Iran and other bits of the Mideast.

But can the world really run this way?
Does it? And what can the Soviet Union do
about all this?

Yuri Zhukov, Pravda political commenta-
tor and party Central Committee member,
has written newspaper copy of equal distine-
tion under Josef Stalin, Nikita Khrushchev,
and Leonid Brezhnev. (“Stalin . . . I mean
Brezhnev,” he began one sentence in the
second of our interviews.) He is an incisively
articulate man, a file cabinet on the ups and
downs of superpower relations, yet he pre-
fers speechifying to conversation. Still, he
did open up considerably as time went on.
So I asked about Afghanistan:

“Suffice it for Reagan to tell [Pakistani
leader] Zia to sit down with Babrak
Karmal,” was the sharp, unhesitating re-
sponse,

Izvestia foreign policy analyst Alexander
Bovin—a man who offers analysis not only
to his readers, but also at times to the men
who rule the Soviet Union—speaks with
more nuance. When Israeli jets struck an
Iraql nuclear reactor last year, the Soviet
media held Washington responsible.

Mr. Bovin, too, said US support for the Is-
raelis had “‘created the conditions” for such
an attack, But he added: “Personally, I can
conceive that Reagan or Haig might have
been against the attack ... or against the
[earlier] Israeli strike on populated sectors
of Beirut, I think Israel is really starting to
get out of control, presenting the US with a
problem."”

No official interviewed suggested it was
time to shelve superpower “détente"—that
would constitute a departure from unwrit-
ten rules of behavior that would be some-
what akin to calling Brezhnev a tired old
man. Yet there were occasional hints, none-
theless, of a difference in outlook between
old and younger.

I asked everyone, for instance, whether
Soviet policy might be affected by the fact
that younger people had not endured the
horrors of world war. The typical reply
from younger officials was: No, hatred of
war is an irrevocable part of our national
psyche. ‘

Septuagenarian Alexei Romanov took the
question differently, replying: “If the nation
faces any danger, it will unite the people.
All of them . .. I am confident youth today
is very patriotic . . . strong, and tough.”

Alexander Chakovsky, editor of the news-
paper Literaturnaya Gaxeta, literally read a
typewritten text at me during our “inter-
view.” He alternated condemation of the US
with a call for negotiation and “détente,”
then digressed near the end.

Obviously, he said, Ronald Reagan was
trying to force Moscow to spend money on
guns and not butter. “But we are not afraid
of any difficulties. We know how to over-
come them. If need be, we can subsist on
brown bread and potatoes, but we will never
compromise our security,” He added; “We
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will never put up with any imbalance in the
sphere of armaments. What we stand for is
full equality in this respect."”

Another of the older men interviewed ven-
tured that Soviet soldiers could do better in
tougher conditions than American soldiers.

He was among those who quite happily
took on the issue of Soviet dissidence. He
mentioned an official Soviet committee on
compliance with the Helsinki Accords. This
group, he said, monitored compliance only
in the Soviet Union. “But the Americans are
concerned with compliance in our country.”
The man chuckled, as if to emphasize the
audacity, the very ludicrousness of such a
scheme, and then added, more seriously:
“We regard this as a violation of our sover-
eignty.”)

Interestingly, it is the younger men
among the ranking officials interviewed
who have come to play a more direct role in
the policymaking process. (Perhaps less sur-
prisingly, it is younger men—as opposed to
younger women—who matter most. I inter-
viewed the highest-ranking women in the
country. If any of them play a major policy
role, they hid this fact expertly.)

These “younger men” are not a single
group. Background matters. Boris Pastuk-
hov, the party youth leader, has spent his
entire career in that group's ranks, picking
up an engineering degree (1958) along the
way. He talks a lot more like his elders than
do men like Alexander Bovin.

Mr. Bovin's background—and those of Mr.
Kosolapov and US-affairs analyst Georgi
Arbatov—are different. These men got a
nontechnical education, then were seconded
as experts or consultants to the Central
Committee Secretariat. They speak, in some
cases, more like crisis managers than Com-
munists. (Oddly, it is ideology that often
seems to puzzle Soviet officials most about
Ronald Reagan. . . .)

Alexander Bovin is intelligent, irreverent,
irrepressibly good natured. Sitting in his
seventh-floor office, his corpulent frame im-
perfectly restrained by suspenders, he looks
vaguely like the late Zero Mostel. “Diploma-
cy is something of a game,” He says in one
of five lengthy conversations. On one wall
of his office is a poster from the US Mili-
tary Academy at West Point. (“An American
gave it to me.”) On another is a poster from
Israel. ("I got it when I was in Tel Aviv.”)

“There is something in common between
Reagan's policy and [Ayatollah Ruhollah]
Khomeini's,” He said at one point last year.
“Reagan is looking for answers in the 19th
century. Khomeini is looking in the Tth cen-
tury. . . . Both want to escape from our
epoch. . . .”

“You have your game,” he said three
weeks ago—after the latest dip in the roller
coaster of superpower relations. ‘“We under-
stand the reasons, . . . and on some specific
issues, like Poland, we tell you to go to
hell. ... ."

The Soviet strategy now, he says, is to
“wait.”

Echoing, indeed outdoing, public remarks
from Mr, Brezhnev, the Izvestia analyst dis-
misses as “stupid” a Reagan administration
proposal for mutual cuts in European-based
nuclear missiles. (The Soviet line is that Mr.
Reagan is demanding “unilateral” Soviet
disarmament.) Yet Mr. Bovin quickly adds
that the US proposal could provide a start-
ing point for agreement. *“There should be a
compror:ise” somewhere between the cur-
rent US and Soviet stands, he says.

He terms it “without doubt encouraging'
that, even after the imposition of martial

law in Poland, US Secretary of State Alex-
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ander Haig has not altogether stopped talk-
ing about the possibility of strategic-arms
talks.

“l am positive there will be  further
[Soviet-American] meetings"” on various
issued—"a lot of them."”

Mr. Bovin argues there can be no other
way. “The first place must be taken by
Soviet-American relations.” This can be a
guide for other regions, like the Middle
East: “Of course, the US has vital interests
there. I will acknowledge this,” But “the
region is much closer to Soviet borders.” So
if, for instance, Israel and Syria go to war,
Moscow could not “Stay behind a screen.”
The idea, he says, is to avoid war. “The US
should persuade Israel. . . . We can talk to
l.h;e Syrians. This is a good area for compro-
mise.”

Meanwhile, Bovin says, the Soviet Union
would welcome better relations with more
pro-Western Mideast parties, like Saudi
Arabia or Egypt. He say progress on both
these fronts will likely take time—precisely
how much depending on Egypt and Saudi
Arabia. With the Saudis, “There are, of
course, some ideological considera-
tion. . . . like Islam, or the Saudis’ ties with
America.

“But that is their business. We consider
that normal. Fundamentally, between the
national interests of the Soviet Union and
Saudi Arabia, we see no contradiction.”

These ‘“national interests,” he maintains,
involve a comprehensive Mideast settlement
that is “impossible without the Soviet
Union.”

I asked in one conversation what he
thought of US suggestions that the Soviet
Union might intervene in a nearer swath of
Mideast soil—Iran—when Ayatollah Kho-
meini goes. “Such fears are premature,” he
said. “Until now, all conflict situations in
Iran are because of the American presence
[under the Shahl, not a Soviet one.” Then
he added: “It is very important for us to
have on our borders a strong, stable
sta’t:e . . . supporting good relations with

Viktor Afanasyev of Pravda has a some-
what more direct role in the policy machine.
He attends regular meetings of the Secre-
tariat.

At first glance, seated in a penthouse
office: in Pravda's new headquarters, he
seems more like a Brooks Brothers model
than a Soviet socialist politician. He is sun-
tanned, looks younger than he is, and wears
and immaculately tailored sky-blue suit. He
smokes imported cigarettes, with an antitar
filter (“it's American”). And he begins with
an assault on Ronald Reagan’'s administra-
tion. Like Bovin, one of his sharpest imme-
diate concerns in the Middle East.

Yet the line is harder, the nuances fewer.
(Perhaps only as speculation is it worth
noting that he, unlike Bovin, is not a
trained foreign policy man.) “With US sup-
port and connivance,” says the Pravda chief,
“Israel flouts international law. ... The
[US] Rapid Deployment Force is purely ag-
gressive, directed at the Soviet Union.

“Or take Afghanistan. The US and the
West don't want a solution. At one point
Pakistan agreed to talks but, under US pres-
sure, withdrew.” Then, he comes to what
appears the major source of his anger: the
somewhat ham-handed search by US cus-
toms agents last year of diplomatic cargo on
an outgoing Aeroflot jet.

“Reagan seems to have forgotten with
whom he is dealing,” snaps Afanasyev. “We
are not El Salvador or Panama. We are a su-
perpower, with the self-respect of a super-
power."”
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With this out of the way, he becomes
more circumspect. “We assess very positive-
ly,” he says, Reagan's lifting of a Carter-era
grain embargo. And about US fears in the
Mideast: “If the Americans help us with our
oil deposits, why should we go to the Mid-
east for oil?” On grain purchases from the
US (this was shortly before Moscow con-
tracted for more American grain): “I think
we will buy from the US. . . . To be honest,
it is much more convenient for us.”

Then, unprompted, the national sense of
insecurity exhibited by older officials
emerged: “The time may not come soon. But
eventually I think we will become even a
grain exporter.”

Finally I asked about Poland: “We hope
the Poles themselves will decide their own
problems. [The crisis manager emerges.]
They have to. Nobody else will feed 36 mil-
lion people.”

Afanasyev's mere willingness to discuss
the issue sets him apart from an earlier gen-
eration of officials. Older officials are much
less likely to tell an American reporter that
American grain is a help. Still the Pravda
man seemed somewhat less comfortable in
the give-and-take of an interview than
others of the Younger officials interviewed.

A few weeks later, I had just completed an
interview with Yuri Zhukov down the hall
from Afanasyev’'s office. The chief editor
happened to be near the elevator when I
emerged. He turned, not quickly enough, to
avoid recognition. I said hello. A little like a
guilty schoolboy, he replied: “I was just out
for a minute smoking a cigarette. . . .”

This sense came across much more strong-
ly in an interview with party youth leader
Pastukhov, Of all the younger men, he was
the only one visibly ill at ease. He seemed to
approach an interview with a Western re-
porter in the same way as officials much
older.

He was demonstratively friendly, his taut
boxer’s face frequently creasing into a
smile. Yet it was somehow the friendliness
of a headwaiter, rehearsed and performed.
When he did open up, the catalyst was, as
often with Soviet officials, the question of
the world war:

“My father was killed in the war,” he said
quietly. Yes, in some ways, kids are differ-
ent nowadays. They don't feel as acutely
the hardships of the war years. But that
will change: “I am sure young people will do
everything asked of them by party and
country, . .."”

Three other younger officials inter-
viewed—EKosolapov, Arbatov and, to a slight-
1y lesser degree, Sovietskaya Rossiva editor
Nenashev—were more at ease, often less
strident, particularly on issues of foreign re-
lations.

Nenashev began with a comment fre-
quently heard from a variety of Soviet offi-
cials: Americans, with their election lurches
every four years, challenge the erucial im-
perative of “continuity” in superpower rela-
tions.

“What,” I asked, “should the Soviets do
about this?” He replied that one imperative
was ‘“‘not to act in haste.”

Nenashev, like the Pravda editor, attends
Secretariat meetings, 1 saw him shortly
before the Polish Communist Party's ex-
traordinary congress last year, amid a dis-
tinet Iull in Soviet media commentary on
events in Poland. Why the lull, I asked.

His reply: "There is no need to pump up
the [tense] situation. ... Also our press
must be careful not to interfere . . . on the
eve of the congress.” He said this was be-
cause Polish "“opposition” elements “are
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standing somewhat expectantly" to use such
a move to their political advantage.

Georgi Arbatov, like Izvestia's Alexander
Bovin, is a foreign policy specialist. His is
the vocabulary of Realpolitik, Soviet style.
Its underlying assumption: Superpowers
(read: the U.5.) should act like superpowers,
not like outmoded crusaders (read: Ronald
Reagan) who presume they can dictate
terms to another superpower (the Soviet
Union).

Take Poland, for instance. “Nobody knows
how it will end. The Poles have a lot of
problems, economic, internal. . . ."
Before martial law some extremists “wanted
a showdown, even would have welcomed
Soviet intervention.”

Public statements in Poland indicate a
measure of continued reform is possible and
suggest “this is not a move backward,” he
says. In this context, martial law is “by far
not the worst of things that could have hap-
pened,” Mr. Arbatov concludes. “No one has
really serious reasons to complain.”

Richard Kosolapov stands between the
world of foreign policy specialist like Georgi
Arbatov and Alexander Bovin and the more
direct domestic policy involvement of men
like Pravda’s Viktor Afanasyev.

Mr. Kosolapov is a smallish man typically
outfitted in a somber three-piece suit. He
was once deputy head of the Secretariat’s
(domestic) propaganda department, then
the No. 2 man at Pravda. Now he is the top
man in the party's official journal of politics
and ideology. He sometimes attends Secre-
tariat sessions. When he doesn't, officials
say, he is among those fully briefed on top-
level discussions and decisions.

Last June, he was one of a group of Soviet
editors and journalists on a fact-finding visit
to Poland. He is a hard man to pigeonhole:
He is equally articulate and open on foreign
and domestic issues, with a vocabulary that
suggests both the crisis manager and the de-
voted, if not didactic, communist.

Détente? “I don't even need to harp on
such things as the ‘mystical Russian soul," "
he says with a half smile. “The imperative is
social tasks at home."” Later, he says that a
system of “incentives” for Soviet workers
would seem another obvious prerequisite for
shoring up the economy. (“In a free market,
prices really do provide for efficiency. Our
system is more humane, but more diffi-
cult.””) The challenge: find similar economic
“stimuli,” not just money, but “higher-qual-
ity goods"” for Soviet workers to buy with
their money.

General international relations? “We see
much potentially in common in the [geopo-
liticall interests of our country and the US,
also in use of natural resources.” Mean-
while, “consider the danger if a man like Idi
Amin, let's say, or Pakistan got the bomb.”

On Libya's Muammar Qaddafi: “One must
not forget he is a fanatic Muslim, with all
that implies."”

Poland: Yes, there must be “intensive, ef-
fective” dialogue with Solidarity even after
martial law, a search for some kind of en-
tente. The union group “is an organization
of millions of people. ..."

“Even if the crowd is wrong, someone has
to talk to it.”

“Quite a lot of [Polish Communist] party
members are in Solidarity,” the editor of
Kommunist had said in a conversation some
six months earlier,

“One cannot say, at this point, whether
that is necessarily a good or bad thing.... A
process of discussion continues, within the
party and within Solidarity, too."”




25234

“The system has failed in Poland,” he said
a little later. Then, he added: “Much is said
in the West about the fact that the Soviet
system failed there. . . . This is not quite
true, it is the Polish system that failed.”

In a further interview, Kosolapov turned
again to Poland: “One mistake [(by the lead-
ership] was not paying enough attention to
the Catholic Church. The Poles are reli-
gious people. The church is important. . . .”
And, a few months later: Yes, the situation
is becoming more tense. It is almost as if
some “extremists are sort of hsvlng fun, a
kind of national masochism. .

Was he referring to Solldarlty as a whole?
No, Solidarity, “I think, includes mostly or-
dinary people...."”

“You know,” he went on, smiling slightly,
“there’s a joke I heard not too long ago:
There are two dogs running, and they col-
lide at the Czechoslovak-Polish border. . . .
The one coming from Poland says: ‘I am
running in order to get something to eat.
The one from Czechoslovakia, who is a little
puzzled at this, replies: ‘I was running in
order to bark freely.’

“Solidarity is scared of taking economic,
and other, responsibility, scared of being
discredited. . They only destabilize, and
damage, ancl demand

Yet above all, Koaolapov stressed in five
lengthy conversations, there must be an un-
derstanding on the part of the United
States that Poland is not “the kind of issue
that should be allowed to strain our rela-
tions, . . ." Ronald Reagan, be argues, must
learn “the talent, the art even, of speaking
with people as equals.” By “people,” Mr.
Kosolapov clearly meant the Soviet Union.
The “Reagan approach . . . well, this is not

the century for such things. Distances have
become so small, . . .

peoples so interrelated.

On Afghanistan, the sense of superpower
vulnerability surfaces anew. Had Soviet
trocps not intervened, he says, “the situa-
tion in Iran would be very different” for
Moscow. “'Our southern border would be en-
circled with unfriendly neighbors.”

The concept, he suggests, applies much
farther afield. The Soviets, for instance,
have occupied since World War II a small
group of islands.claimed by Japan, the KEur-
iles, Could Moscow give in?

“No,” says Kosolapov. “First, this water
has become in effect an internal Soviet sea.
++. The Americans wouldn't compromise,
either, in our place. Second, there is the
problem of creating a precedent:

“It is like acupuncture. You have an ache
in your ear and get a pin in your heel. . . . It
could mean reopening [territorial]l issues
like Poland . . . or areas of Soviet Asia. . . .”

(On February 26, 1982, The Christian Sci-
ence Monitor carried this editorial.)

INsIDE INKLINGS OF FUTURE BREZHNEVS

If Westerners harbor any hope for ulti-
mate reform of the Soviet Union's totalitar-
fan system, it lies in the possible difference
of outlook in the new generation of Soviet
leaders—those who will one day succeed the
Brezhnevs and Gromykos. Outsiders watch
avidly for any inkling of change. So it is in-
teresting to note, as Monitor correspondent
Ned Temko has done in his series on “Soviet
insiders,” that the relatively younger offi-
cials of Sovietdom (in their 50s and 80s) are
more at ease with a foreign journalist, less
strident, less reticent to talk frankly, more
self-confident and sophisticated. That does
not unlock the mystery of what policies
future Soviet leaders will pursue, but it does
hint at change.
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What may be most instructive, however, is
Mr. Temko's observation that, younger or
older, those Soviet officials who hold posi-
tions of influence usually share something
in common: a sense of national insecurity, a
sense that the Soviet Union, for all its
might, is not yet accepted by the United
States as a member of the club. In the view
of both generations, the two superpowers
should in effect run things and respect each
other's interests.

Viktor Afanasyev, editor of Pravda, voices
resentment of the way US customs agents
searched diplomatic cargo on an Aeroflot
jet. “We are not El Salvador o. Panama, We
are a superpower, with the self-respect of a
superpower.” Richard Kosolapov, editor of
the journal Eommunist, suggests that Presi-
dent Reagan must learn ‘“‘the talent, the art
even, of speaking with people as equals.”
Meanwhile veteran writer Alexander Cha-
kovsky, whose generation now rules the
USSR, remarks: “We will never put up with
any imbalance in the sphere of armaments.
What we stand for is full equality in this re-
spect.”

This is no case for accepting Moscow’s dis-
torted bipolar view of the world. Nor for
hesitating to criticize the Soviet Union, or
to stand up to it with all the moral, politi-
cal, and military force needed to defend the
West's interests. Far from it. It is, however,
a reminder that, in dealing with an adver-
Sary, account of the impulses of na-
tional character is no less important than
counting missiles and tanks. It is just possi-
ble that a little more sensitivity in Washing-
ton to the pride of the Soviet Union, to its
determination to be treated as an equal in
the world, and a little less of what George
Kennan calls the “systematic dehumaniza-
tion" of Soviet leaders might go far toward
putting relations back on track.

SoviET OFFICIALS INTERVIEWED FOR THIS

SERIES

CENTRAL COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Afanasyev, Viktor Grigorevich: Editor in
chief, Pravda, Board chairman of USSR
Union of Journalists. Born 1922.

Arbatov, Georgi Arkadyevich: Director,
Institute of the US and Canada. Member
USSR Academy of Sciences. 1923.

Biryukova, Mrs. Alexandra Payvlovna: Sec-
retary, All-Union Central Council of Trade
Unions. 1929.

Chakovsky, Alexander Borisovich: Novel-
ist. Editor in chief of newspaper Literatur-
naya Gazeta. Board secretary, USSR Union
of Writers. 1913.

Gonchar, Alexander Zerentevich: Novelist.
Board secretary of USSR Union of Writers.
Chairman, Ukrainian Republic Committee
for Defense of Peace. 1918.

Kosolapov, Richard Ivanovich: Editor in
chief of Kommunist. 1930.

Kruglova, Mrs. Zinaida Mikhailovna:
Chairman of Presidium of Union of Soviet
Societies for Friendship and Cultural Rela-
tions With Foreign Countries. 1923.

Kulidzhanov, Lev Alexandrovich: First
secretary, USSR Union of Cinematogra-
phers. Producer at the M. Gorky Central
Cinema Studio for Children’s Films. 1924.

Nenashev, Mikhail Fedorovich: Editor in
chief of Sovietskaya Rossiya. 1929,

Nikolayeva-Tereshkova, Mrs. Valentina
Vladimirovna: Former cosmonaut. Chair-
man, Soviet Women’s Committee. Member
of Presidium of USSR Supreme Soviet.
1937.

Pastukhov, Boris Nikolayevich: First sec-
retary, Central Committee of Komsomol.
Member of Presidium of USSR Supreme
Soviet: 1933.
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Romanov, Alexei Vladimirovich: Editor in
chief of party Central Committee newspa-
per Sovietskaya Kultura. 1908.

Smirnov, Alexei Alexeyevich: Board chair-
man, USSR Central Union of Consumer Co-
operatives. 1921.

Stukalin, Boris Ivanovich: Chairman,
USSR State Committee for Publishing
Houses, Printing Plants, and the Book
Trade. Member USSR Council of Ministers.
1923.

Zhukov, Georgl Alexandrovich: Political
commentator, Pravda. 1908.

CENTRAL AUDITING COMMISSION

Bovin, Alexander Yevgenevich: Political
commentator, Izvestia. 1930.

Fedulova, Mrs. Alevtina Vasilevna: Secre-
tary, Central Committee Komsomol. Chair-

man, Central Council of Pioneer Organiza-
tion. 1940.

Golubev, Vasily Nikolayevich: Editor in
chief of party Central Committee newspa-
per Sotsialisticheskaya Industria. 1913.

LIFE OF THE PARTY: THE
STORY OF BEATRICE

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
would like to make special mention of
a very worthwhile new television
movie, “Life of the Party: The Story
of Beatrice.” It was produced by Co-
lumbia Pictures Television in associa-
tion with Welch/Welch Productions
and will be aired this Wednesday at 9
p.m. on CBS. “The Story of Beatrice,”
directed by Lamont Johnson and writ-
ten by Mitzie Welch, is based on the
true story of Beatrice Jorgensen, a
woman who, after winning a long and
difficult battle with alcoholism, dedi-
cated her life to helping other women
suffering from the same affliction.

The film outlines her life from her
problems with alcohol and the heart-
ache it causes her and her family, to
her recovery with the help of Alcohol-
ics Anonymous. Her recovery leads her
to recognize the lack of services avail-
able to help women with drinking
problems, and through her dedication
and devotion to her cause, she over-
comes the many obstacles to establish
Friendly House, the first recovery
house in the Nation for women alco-
holics. Run entirely on private dona-
tions, Friendly House opened in Los
Angeles on February 28, 1951. Since its
opening, over 10,000 women have
passed through its doors, the majority
of whom have been successfully
helped on the road to recovery.

“The Story of Beatrice” is much
more than good entertainment. It is
an important education for everyone
about the tragedies of alcoholism and
the need for better understanding of
this affliction and how to treat its vie-
tims. Alcoholism and alcohol abuse are
among our most serious health prob-
lems and reports show that the inci-
dence is increasing. The most tragic
aspect is the growing misuse of alcohol
by young people.

There are an estimated 12 million al-
coholies and problem drinkers in the
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United States. In terms of economic
costs and individuals affected, alcohol-
ism is one of America’s top four health
problems and touches almost everyone
in some way. Alcoholism and alcohol
abuse are violent and expensive prob-
lems for our country. Alcohol is esti-
mated to be involved in over half of all
traffic deaths, in more than 66 percent
of all homicides, 50 percent of all
rapes, up to 70 percent of all cases of
assaults and child molesting, and 80
percent of all suicides in this country.
Alcoholism and alcohol abuse are indi-
cated in over one-third of general hos-
pital admissions each year and con-
sume billions of dollars of the Nation's
health bill. They also represent a
major problem in our work force. The
National Council on Alcoholism esti-
mates that 1 out of every 20 American
workers is an alcoholic. Alcoholism is
responsible for much absenteeism and
low-quality work and many industrial
accidents.

Mr. President, I would like to join
with the people of Los Angeles, Co-
lumbia Pictures Television, Welch/
Welch Productions, and many others
on September 29 in honoring Beatrice
Jorgensen for her courageous efforts
and dedication in helping other
women congquer their alcoholism and
to bringing to the public’s attention
the need to provide effective alcohol
treatment programs for women.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The assistant majority leader is rec-
ognized.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Chair.

I understand I have time left in the
leader’s time, is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator could use the ieader’s time
which he mentioned or use morning
business time.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Chair.

EUROPEAN TROOP LEVELS

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, Mem-
bers of the Senate who have been fol-
lowing the efforts of the Appropria-
tions Committee to produce a defense
funding bill for the coming fiscal year
are aware of the extreme difficulties
we confronted in our efforts to honor
the spending reductions Congress im-
posed through the budget process.
This was a reduction agreed to not
only by the Congress but by the ad-
ministration.

When it became evident to me that
the Defense Appropriations Subcom-
mittee was being opposed nearly every
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step of the way by the Defense De-
partment and by some Members of the
Senate itself, I called a halt to our
markup. I told the Secretary of De-
fense that I would not proceed with a
markup until I had assurances of rea-
sonable cooperation from the Penta-
gon.

There seems to be some area of dis-
agreement over just what defense re-
duction the administration accepted at
the windup of our work on the budget
resolution. There is no doubt in my
mind that the Director of the Office
of Management and Budget knows full
well that the total reduction amount-
ed to the $8.5 billion assumed in the
budget resolution allocations.
Nonetheless, I was willing to accept a
compromise approach to the savings
target by deferring $1.2 billion of the
reductions related to pay absorption
until next year, when we consider the
supplemental appropriations request.

I was pleased that the Department
of Defense did come forward and
assist us to work on the bill, so that
the bill could be reported, first to the
full committee and then to the Senate.

We did reach a compromise agree-
ment which included assurances of co-
operation that are required from the
Defense Department, and the subcom-
mittee proceeded with its markup, and
the original Senate bill for fiscal year
1983 defense appropriations is before
the Senate today.

Since then, Mr. President, I have
learned that Defense Department offi-
cials are again working actively

against features of the committee'’s

bill. The main target, I understand, is
the committee’s recommended U.S.
troop levels in Europe. There may be a
concerted effort as early as tommor-
row, with the active assistance of the
Pentagon, to overturn that recommen-
dation.

We have an unusual legislative situa-
tion surrounding the defense bill this
year, Mr. President, because the House
Appropriations Committee has not yet
marked up on a 1983 bill and probably
will not before we recess for the elec-
tion. That means that the Senate-re-
ported bill will be the only reflection
of congressional intent on- defense
spending levels when we take up the
continuing resolution tomorrow. It is
my hope the Senate-reported bill will,
indeed, become the interim funding
level, with certain exceptions, if it does
become necessary to operate the De-
fense Department on a continuing res-
olution for any length of time.

My efforts to date in this regard
have been only in the interest of se-
curing a reasonable funding level for
defense, and that is why I particularly
resent anyone in the Department sup-
porting an effort to undermine the
committee bill.

Mr. President, I have no defense pro-
curement area for my State. This bill
does not affect me in any way, other
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than as a citizen from a State that
does have some military bases. But in
this bill there is no “pork"”—if that is
the right word to use—that affects my
State. Neither does this troop issue
affect my State in any way.

I believe the committee’s position on
European troop levels is being misrep-
resented and distorted. I am sending a
letter to every Senator setting forth
the facts and pointing out that the
committee is not attempting in any
way to weaken our Nation's commit-
ment to the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization. I want to read a portion of
that letter into the RECORD:

The thrust of the Committee recommen-
dation is to halt the growth of our active
military forces permanently stationed in
Europe, a steadily increasing burden that
seems to become an inviolate NATO com-
mitment once in place. It is a growth that
Congress has never specifically reviewed or
approved since it tacitly agreed to a 300,000-
troop level during the Mansfield resolution
debates of the mid-1970s.

Projections for fiscal year 1983 put our
military force level in Europe at 350,600, up
nearly 20,000 since 1980 while other NATO
troop levels in Central Europe actually de-
clined by 17,000. The Committee conducted
thorough hearings on these force levels and
on our Nation's other increasing military
commitments throughout the werld. It
found neither a stated need nor a defined
policy supporting this growth. And it found
nothing to substantiate the Department’s
position that halting the increase in our
NATO forces would “send the wrong signal”
to Europe and the Soviet bloc. To the con-
trary, the Committee felt it was time to
send another signal and serve notice that
the United States will demand more partici-
pation from its European allies in the de-
fense to their own homeland.

The Defense Appropriations Subcommit-
tee voted in support of the revised European
force level 12 to 1. There was no effort to
change this recommendation in the full
committee markup.

The evidence, in my judgment, over-
whelmingly supports a cap on the creeping
growth of our troop levels in Europe, con-
trolling an enormously expensive drain of
our economic resources. Out total commit-
ment to NATO in 1983 will cost $133 bil-
lion—more than half our entire defense
budget—if we don’'t start limiting that
growth.

I add parenthetically, Mr. Presi-
dent—it is not in the letter—that that
is at the level our committee has rec-
ommended. A total of $133 billion will
be the cost of our commitment to
NATO which we recommended to the
Senate. That is more than half of our
entire defense budget, and if we do not
start limiting that growth, it will never
stop.

It is not that our European allies cannot
do more. Their economies are sound, and
many of them have overtaken and passed
the United States in standards of living.
Yet, while we commit more than 6 percent
of our gross national product to defense, our
European allies remain below 3 percent.
(Japan, another of our distant military re-

sponsibilities, channels less than 1 percent
of its booming economy into defense.)
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Mr. President, we will address that
subject next year. I think it is high
time the Senate did address that ques-
tion.

The Pentagon will try to argue that it
costs more to bring back troops from
Europe. That's not true under the general
military personnel restraints funded in the
1983 Defense Appropriations Bill reported
last Thursday. Norms.: attrition can return
European force numbers to their 1981 be-
ginning level, and there will be net savings
in operating costs. Future savings will be
even more substantial because we will trim
the heavy expense of rotating servicemen
and their families and the burden of operat-
ing and maintaining facilities needed for
them in Europe.

Incidentally, a recent Defense Depart-
ment analysis reveals that it costs an aver-
age of $5,100 to move each and every one of
those 300,000-plus servicemen to Europe, It
doesn’t take much of a slowdown to produce
meaningful savings in this sort of thing.

Parenthetically, the European brigade
that would be deactivated under the Com-
mittee recommendations is the same brigade
that was dropped from the force under a
budget amendment signed by the President
just one year ago. The Pentagon Ilater
changed its mind about that brigade, but
the committee did not.

When all the rhetoric begins, I ask you to
remember that Secretary of Defense Caspar
Weinberger conceded only last July in a
letter transmitting a report on NATO
burden sharing that the European allies can
and must do more for their own defense. It
hardly seems likely they will if we continue
to do more at the expense of the American
taxpayer.

I should stress that I do not advocate, nor
does the Committee advocate, abandoning
or even weakening the United States com-
mittment to NATO. A free and secure
Europe is in our own best interests. We just
don’t agree that the rising troop levels qui-
etly pursued by the Pentagon are vital or
even necessary to demonstrate our commit-
ment.

Finally, I ask you not to overlook another
key element of the Committee proposal: ex-
panding and strengthening the National
Guard and Reserves. The President's full
budget request for more Guard and Reserve
manpower has been approved, and beyond
that the Committee has recommended sig-
nificant increases in weapons and equip-
ment to keep these standby forces at full
readiness. Like the Europeans, we think it
makes sense to help support our defense
needs with a solid military reserve that costs
about one-third the active force.

I think the hard facts clearly support the
Committee position. Let's send the right
signal to Europe for a change.

That is the end of my letter, Mr.
President.

Mr. President, I hope that we are
not needlessly involved in a debate
over European troop levels as part of
the essential requirement to take up
and pass a continuing resolution this
week. If we are, however, I want to
serve notice that I do not intend to
back off from the position the commit-
tee established because I feel it is a
wise decision and a necessary decision.

I intend to work actively with the
President to assure that we send the
right message to Europe, and the right
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message to send is that we are commit-
ting $133 billion of our taxpayers’
money for 1 year to the NATO forces.
When the time comes that the Euro-
peans can demonstrate that they are
at least matching that, then I think it
is time to talk about whether addition-
al troop levels are required in Europe.

THE JUSTICE ASSISTANCE ACT
OF 1982

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the Ju-
diciary Committee this past week fa-
vorably reported Senate bill 2411, the
Justice Assistance Act of 1982. I rise
today in support of this proposal, and
strongly urge that this body approve it
as quickly as possible.

Ever since my election to the Senate,
I have made the fight against crime
one of my absolute highest legislative
priorities. I have introduced legislative
proposals which are designed to wage
a “national war on violent crime.” In
fact, I am pleased to report that this
particular bill, the Justice Assistance
Act, embodies one of the cornerstones
of my legislation by providing finan-
cial aid to communities wishing to con-
tinue successful law enforcement
projects at the local level.

I take this opportunity to commend
Senator ARLEN SpPECTER of Pennsylva-
nia for his hard work in sponsoring
this legislation. As a cosponsor of the
bill, I can honestly say that Senator
SpecTER has commendably moved
away from politics in making a truly
bipartisan effort to strengthen our
fight against crime.

It is vitally important that we all re-
alize that law enforcement and the op-
eration of the criminal justice system
are primarily responsibilities to be met
at the State and local level. It is a star-
tling, but true, statistic that some 95
percent of all violent crime occurs
within the jurisdictions of States and
localities.

The meaning of this is perfectly
clear. Here in Washington—at the
Federal level—we can change all the
Federal laws or strengthen the crimi-
nal justice system all we want, and we
still will touch only the very tip of the
iceberg. If we are to take meaningful
action to stop the epidemic of crime
that is now paralyzing our country, we
must take steps to provide badly
needed assistance to the other govern-
mental levels.

A major provision of Senate bill 2411
calls for up to 100 percent assistance
to State and local jurisdictions that re-
quest specific training programs for
criminal justice personnel, technical
assistance funds, and national demon-
stration programs for testing new and
innovative ideas and techniques. In
this way, written materials and train-
ing workshops can be utilized in order
to install, at the local level, concepts

and programs of proven effectiveness.
This bill, besides promoting the

spread of programs of proven effec-
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tiveness, would take steps to link re-
search and program operations. The
National Institute of Justice would be
responsibile for testing, evaluating,
and recommending adjustments in
programs, always keeping in mind the
practical, day-to-day requirements.
The legislation would also continue to
support the operational functions of
the Bureau of Justice Statistics. It
would establish an advisory board for
the Office of Justice Assistance which
would in addition to recommending
the funding priorities of the office,
function as a coordinating body.

Yet another important provision of
this legislation would authorize emer-
gency criminal justice assistance in
States facing “criminal justice disas-
ters.” In other words, if a crime prob-
lem of drastic and serious proportions
should occur, such as an interminable
string of murders or a devasting series
of drug-related violence, the prompt
support of the Federal Government
would be readily available to local and
State agencies.

Mr. President, I fully realize that I
have stood in this Chamber many
times to address problems related to
crime. In large part, this is because I
believe that crime is one of the two
most serious problems with which we
are faced.

I have chaired hearings on violent
crime and I can assure you that I have
found that State and local govern-
ments simply cannot . eifectively
combat crime without assistance from
the Federal Government.

I can also assure you that the Ameri-
can public is tired of living in fear, of
cowering behind locked doors and
barred windows, of having loaded guns
nearby for protection. We, as their
representatives, have a responsibility
to do something, to take some action
to curb this criminal epidemic.

Mr. President, for far too long we
have a great deal of anticrime rhetoric
in this Chamber. It is long past time
for anti-crime action.

I urge that this bill be brought
before the full Senate as soon as possi-
ble. I also urge every Member of the
Senate to strike a blow against crime
of supporting the Justice Assistance
Act of 1982.

Thank you, Mr. President.

MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Saunders, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES
REFERRED
As in executive session, the Acting
President pro tempore laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
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the United States submitting sundry
nominations which were referred to
the appropriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE DE-
PARTMENT OF ENERGY—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT—
PM 183

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid
before the Senate the following mes-
sage from the President of the United
States, together with an accompany-
ing report; which was referred to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with the requirements
of Section §57 of the Department of
Energy Organization Act (P.L. 95-91),
I hereby transmit the Fourth Annual
Report of the Department of Energy.

RoONALD REAGAN.
Tae WHITE Housg, September 27, 1982.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

At 11:10 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives delivered by
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House agrees to
the amendment of the Senate to the
bill (H.R. 4347) to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to proceed with
development of the WEB pipeline, to
provide for the study of South Dakota
water projects to be developed in lieu
of the Oahe and Pollock-Herreid irri-
gation projects, and to make available
Missouri basin pumping power to
projects authorized by the Flood Con-
trol Act of 1944 to receive such power.

The message also announced that
the House has passed the following
bills, in which it requests the concur-
rence of the Senate:

H.E. 4577. An act to provide that the pro-
visions of section 252 of the Economic Re-
covery Tax Act of 1981 (relating to transfers
of property to employees subject to certain
restrictions) shall apply to certain transfers
occurring during 1973; and

H.R. 5573. An act to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to encourage contri-
butions of computer equipment to elemen-
tary and secondary schools.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were read the
first and second times by unanimous
consent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 4577. An act to provide that the pro-
visions of section 252 of the Economic Re-
covery Tax Act of 1981 (relating to transfers
of property to employees subject to certain
restrictions) shall apply to certain transfers
occurring during 1973; to the Committee on
Finance.

H.R. 5573. An act to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to encourage contri-
butions of computer equipment to elemen-
tary and secondary schools; to the Commit-
tee on Finance.
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EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and
documents, which were referred as in-
dicated:

EC-4303. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Assistant Secretary of De-
fense, Comptroller, transmitting pursuant
to law, notice of the intention to obligate
$4.8 million in Navy Stock Fund for war re-
serve stocks; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

EC-4304. A communication from the
Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Menpower and Reserve Affairs transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to repeal the
provision of law relating tc reexamination
and readmission of cadets at the United
States Military Academy; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

EC-4305. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of the Army for Installa-
tions, Logistics, and Financial Management
transmitting, pursuant to law, the recent
discovery and emergency disposal of sus-
pected chemical agent munitions at Dugway
Proving Grounds, Utah; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

EC-4306. A communication from the Di-
rector of the Department of Defense Office
of Dependents Schools transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report on a decision made to
initiate a study relative to the conversion of
an automated management information
system in Alexandria, Virginia and six over-
seas locations to performance under con-
tract; to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-4307. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of the Navy for Shipbuild-
ing and Logistics transmitting, pursuant to
law, notice of a decision made to convert the
Insect and Rodent Control function at the
Naval Shipyard, Norfolk, Virginia to per-
formance under contract; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

EC-4308. A communication from the Di-
rector of the Defense Security Assistance
Agency transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on a foreign military sale to Portu-
gal; to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-4309. A communication from the
Chairman of the Securities and Exchange
Commission transmitting, pursuant to law,
the annual report for 1981 of the Securities
Investor Protection Corporation; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs,

EC-431C. A communication from the Vice
President for Government Affairs,
AMTRAEK transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report for May 1982 on total itemized reve-
nues and expenses; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science and Transportation.

EC-4311. A communication from the Fed-
eral Inspector, Alaska Natural Gas Trans-
portation System transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the completed, commisi-
soned, and certified Eastern Leg of the
System; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. PERCY, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, without amendment:

5. Res. 480. An original resolution waiving
section 402(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 with respect to the consider-
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ation of H.R. 5427; referred to the Commit-
tee on the Budget (with minority views)
(Rept. No. 97-588).

By Mr. McCLURE, from the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute:

S. 2632. A bill authorizing the government
of American Samoa to issue bonds and other
obligations, and for other purposes (Rept.
No. 97-590).

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee of
Conference: Report of the committee of
conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the House
to the bill (S. 2582) to amend section 439 of
the Higher Education Act of 1965 to make a
technical amendment relating to oriority of
indebtedness, to provide for the family con-
tribution schedule for student financial as-
sistance for academic years 1983-1984, and
1984-1985, and for other purposes (Rept.
No. 97-589).

By Mr. HUDDLESTON, from the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry, without amendment:

S. 2960. An original bill to extend the eco-
nomic emergency loan program for farmers
and provide for loan deferrals for borrowers
of farm loans from the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration, and for other purposes (Addi-
tional Views filed) (Rept. No. 87-591).

By Mr. DOLE, from the Committee on Fi-
nance, with amendments:

H.R. 6056. An Act to make technical cor-
rections related to the Economic Recovery
Tax Act of 1981, the Crude Oil Windfall
Profit Tax Act of 1980, and the Installment
Sales Revision Act of 1980; (Rept. No. 97-
592).

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimious con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. HUDDLESTON, from the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry:

8. 2960. An original bill to extend the eco-
nomic emergency loan program for farmers
and provide for loan deferrals for borrowers
of farm loans from the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration, and for other purpcses; placed
on the calendar.

By Mr. WARNER (for himself and Mr.
McCLURE):

S. 2961. A bill to promote improved de-
fense preparedness by revising certain provi-
sions of title III of the Defense Production
Act of 1950, and to extend the expiration
date of the act; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. HEFLIN (for himself, Mr.
THURMOND, Mr. NUNN, Mr. DUREN-
BERGER, Mr, D’AMaTo, Mr. ABDNOR,
Mr. CannoN, and Mr. PRYOR):

S.J. Res. 255. Joint resolution to designate
the week of October 10, 1982, through Octo-
ber 16, 1982, as “Freedom Week U.S.A.”; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. PERCY, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations:
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S. Res. 480. An original resolution waiving
section 402(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 with respect to the consider-
ation of H.R. 5427; to the Committee on the
Budget.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. WARNER (for himself
and Mr. McCLURE):

S. 2961. A bill to promote improved
defense preparedness by revising cer-
tain provisions of title III of the De-
fense Production Act of 1950, and to
extend the expiration date of the act;
to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs.

AMENDMENTS TO DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT OF
1950
® Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce, slong with Senator
McCLURE, a bill that would fund title
II1 of the Defense Production Act of
1950 by reinstating borrowing author-
ity in the amount of $50 million which
could only be used for purchase com-
mitments to promote domestic produc-
tion of strategic and critical minerals,
metals, and materials. No loans or loan
guarantees would be authorized. All
amounts borrowed must be repaid by
the procuring agency within 24
months. Any additional funds used in
connection with the procurement
would be subject to advance appro-
priations under the Defense Produc-
tion Act or under such acts as may au-
thorize procurement of the defense
items in which the purchased miner-
als, metals or materials will be utilized.

On June 29, 1982, the Subcommittee
on Energy and Mineral Resources of
the Senate Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee held oversight
hearings on the President’s national
materials and minerals program plan
and report to Congress. This hearing
graphically pointed out the serious
plight of America's mining industry.
Further, at a seminar held at Coeur
d’'Alene, Idaho hosted by Senator
McCrLure in which I participated, the
plight of the mining industry was fur-
ther called to my attention.

The hearing pointed out that Amer-
ica is currently more than 50-percent
dependent on foreign sources for 23 of
40 critical materials essential to the
U.S. economy and national security
procurement and production. More-
over, unless something is done to revi-
talize America’s mining industry this
dependency will only worsen which
will put the United States at an ex-
treme disadvantage when future emer-
gency situations arise. Senator
McCLure and I strongly feel that
America’s mining industry is critical to
our national defense and must be sup-
ported.

In the past the Defense Production
Act has been utilized to great advan-
tage to provide needed strategic miner-
als and materials to the United States
during its time of need. The Defense
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Production Act provides for the imple-
mentation of a system—the Defense
Priorities System—which permits the
President to accelerate the production
of critical defense items by causing the
manufacturers to place these items at
the front of production line; guaran-
teed loans to expedite deliveries of
vital national defense systems, and
direct deliveries of vital national de-
fense systems, and direct Government
loans to industry to expand plants and
facilities in order to develop or
produce essential material

The Defense Production Act was in-
strumental in increasing U.S. alumi-
num capacity by 113,000 tons, which
resulted in doubling of production; in
increasing copper mine capacity by
one-quarter or 300,000 tons, in initiat-
ing nickel mining in the United States;
in creating the domestic titanium in-
dustry; in quadrupling U.S. tungsten
mining;, in expanding the world Co-
lumbian and tantalum mining and
processing industries; and in expand-
ing supplies of many other strategic
and critical minerals just during the
Korean war.

Also the Defense Production Act
started the new commercial synthetic
fuels industry, helped complete the
Alaskan oil pipeline and launched the
naval nuclear reactor program which
led to the nuclear power industry.

During its 30-year life, the Defense
Production Act has generated nearly
$9 billion in economic activity through
more than a thousand industrial
projects. The actual net outlay totaled
approximately $900 million. However,
this figure, which comes from the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency,
does not reflect the Federal, State and
local tax revenues offsetting that cost,
or more important, the hundreds of
thousands of new jobs created.

My bill would fund title III to the
tune of $50 million to provide pur-
chase guarantees for those minerals
which the Department of Defense felt
was essential for the national security
of the United States.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

8. 2061

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

TITLE I-EXTENSION OF DEFENSE

PRODUCTION ACT OF 1950

Sec. 101, The first sentence of section
T17(a) of the Defense Production Act of
1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2166(a)) is amended by
striking out “September 30, 1982” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “September 30, 1983.”
TITLE II-CONTRACTS FOR IMPROVED

DEFENSE PREPAREDNESS
SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS
Sec. 201. This title may be cited as the

“Defense Production Act Amendments of
1982 (Defense Preparedness).”
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Sec. 201. Short title; Table of Contents

Sec. 202. Declaration of Policy

Sec. 203. Contracts for Improved Defense
Preparedness

DECLARATION OF POLICY

SEec. 202. In view of the present interna-
tional situation, the Nation's demonstrated
reliance on imports of raw materials and
components, and the need for measures to
reduce defense production lead times, our
defense preparedness effort continues to re-
quire the development of preparedness pro-
grams, defense industrial base improvement
measures and the expansion of production
capacity and supply beyond levels needed to
meet the civilian demand. To provide for
the national defense and security, efforts
must continue to improve defense industrial
base efficiency and responsiveness in order
to reduce the time required for industrial
mobilization in the event of an attack on
the United States and to respond to actions
occurring outside the United States which
could result in termination or reduction of
availability of strategic and critical materi-
als, including energy.

CONTRACTS FOR IMPROVED DEFENSE
PREPAREDNESS

Sec. 203. (a) Section 303 of the Defense
Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2093)
is amended as follows:

(1) amend subsection 303(a) up to the first
proviso to read as follows:

“(a) When it will promote improved de-
fense preparedness, the President may pro-
mote expanded domestic production capac-
ity and supply by making contracts (1) for
purchases of or commitments to purchase
metals, minerals, and other materials, for
Government use or resale; and (2) for the
encouragement, development and mining of
critical and strategic minerals, metals and
materials. No such contracts may be made
in an amount greater than $500 million
uniess the Committees on Armed Services of
the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives have been notified in writing of such
contract and 30 days of continuous session
of Congress have expired following the date
on which such notice was transmitted to
such committees and neither House of Con-
gress has adopted, within such 30-day
period, a resolution disapproving such con-
tract. For purposes of this section, the conti-
nuity of a session of Congress is broken only
by an adjournment of the Congress sine die,
and the days on which either House is not
in session because of an adjournment or
more than 3 days to a date certain are ex-
cluded in the computation of such 30-day
period.”

(2) add at the end of the section the fol-
lowing new subsections:

“(h) Any contract under this section shall
provide that the President has the right to
refuse delivery of the item involved and to
pay an amount equal to the amount by
which the price for the item, specified in
the contract, exceeds the market price at
the time of delivery for such items as deter-
mined by the President. Additionally, any
contract under this section shall provide
that the President has the right to purchase
the contractor’s interest in the contract and
all of the assets of the project for the con-
tractor's total capital and uncapitalized in-
vestment minus depreciation.

“(1) When any contract entered into pur-
suant to this section imposes contingent li-
ability upon the United States, such liability
shall be considered for the purposes of sec-
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tion 3679 and 3732 of the Revised Statutes,
as amended, as an obligation only to the
extent of the lesser of (1) the contractor's
(estimated for the date of delivery) total
captial and uncapitalized investment minus
depreciation; or (2) the difference between
the contract price for the item and the
President’s estimate of the market price at
delivery. Such obligations established in ac-
cordance with this subsection do not have to
be amended due to changes in the estimates
upon which the original obligation was de-
termined. The President shall submit a
report to the Congress not less often than
once each year setting forth the gross
amount of each such transaction entered
into by an agency of the United States Gov-
ernment under this authority and the basis
for determining the obligation hereunder.

“(j) Funds for contracts made under this
section may be made available from:

“(A) appropriations originally available
for the performance of the contract con-
cerned;

‘“(B) appropriations currently available
for procurement of the type of item con-
cerned, and not otherwise obligated; or

“(C) funds subsequently appropriated for
those payments. If part or all required
funds are not available to enter into or
when payment is due under a contract made
in accordance with this section, any depart-
ment, agency, official or corporation of the
Government created or utilized under sub-
section 2094(a) is authorized, subject to the
approval of the President, to borrow from
the Treasury of the United States, such
sums of money as may be necessary to carry
out its functions under this section. Provid-
ed, however, That the amount borrowed
under the provisions of this section by all
such borrowers shall not exceed an aggre-
gate of $50,000,000 in any one fiscal year.
Provided further, That all loans from the
Treasury shall be repaid within 24 months
unless the President makes a finding that
such loans are essential to the national se-
curity and extends the period for repay-
ment.”

(b) Section 304 of the Defense Production
Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2094) is amend-
ed as follows:

(1) subsection (b) is amended to read as
follows:

“(b) In considering proposals for financial
assistance pursuant to section 2091, 2092,
and 2093, the President shall make every
effort to minimize the Federal financial
commitment and the financial risk to the
Federal government.”

(2) subsection (c) is amended to read as
follows:

“(e) The President shall submit a report
not later than 31 January of each year to
Congress concerning the operation of sec-
tions 2091, 2092, and 2093 (including the re-
porting requirement of subsection 2093(i)
during the preceding fiscal year." @

By Mr. HEFLIN (for himself,
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. NUNN, Mr.
DURENBERGER, Mr. D'AmaTo,
Mr. ApNOR, Mr. CaNNON, and
Mr. PRYOR):

S.J. Res. 255. Joint resolution to des-
ignate the week of October 10, 1982,
through October 16, 1982, as “Free-
dom Week U.S.A."; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

FREEDOM WEEK U.S5.A.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce a joint resolution to
designate the week of October 10
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through October 16, 1982, as “Free-
dom Week U.S.A."

I am proud to sponsor this resolu-
tion on behalf of the Jayceettes, an or-
ganization of young women who be-
lieve in a brotherhood of mankind
which transcends national boundaries.
Through their civic mindedness and
unending service to their communities,
the Jayceettes have shown that with a
spirit of cooperation we can build a
better community and world.

The Jayceettes are committed to a
patriotic recognition of the discovery
of America and the founding freedoms
of the United States of America. I can
personally attest to the services and
patriotic spirit that the Jayceettes
have provided to the people of Ala-
bama.

Mr. President, with news of the cur-
tailment of freedoms in so many coun-
tries today, it is particularly important
that we pause for a celebration of our
freedoms that are a very part of our
soul.

For over 200 years, our country,
founded in the name of freedom has
been a bastion of these freedoms shin-
ing a beacon of hope and freedom
throughout the world. Our country
and the freedoms that we have, stand
as a pillar to the triumphs, spirit, and
dignity of man. It is through these
freedoms that each individual is given
the opportunity to prosper and to
reach his full potential.

Not only do we pause to celebrate
the achievements that have been
brought by these freedoms, but also to
declare that we will stand vigil and vig-
orously defend against any attempt to
deprive us of our freedoms.

This resolution, Mr. President, calls
upon the people of the United States
to show their loyalty, concern, and
support for our country by a vivid pa-
triotic display of independence and
pride in America and in our communi-
ties.

I would ask, Mr. President, that each
Senator join with me in proclaiming
the week of October 10 through Octo-
ber 16 a celebration of our freedoms
and the spirit of America.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the joint resolu-
tion be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the joint
resolution was ordered to be printed in
the REcorbp, as follows:

S.J. REs. 255

Whereas the Jayceettes is an organization
of young women who believe in the brother-
hood of mankind and that this brotherhood
transcends the sovereignty of nations;

Whereas the Jayceettes believe that gov-
ernment should be of laws rather than men;

Whereas in their right for independence,
communities in the United States have es-
tablished a heritage of freedom by patriotic
services;

Whereas the American flag is a symbol of
patriotic loyalty and pride in our country;

Whereas Jayceettes is committed to a pa-
triotic recognition of the discovery of Amer-

25239

ica and the founding freedoms of the United
States of America; and

Whereas Jayceettes across the Nation will
be showing their concern, loyalty, and sup-
port for our country by a vivid and patriotic
display of pride in America throughout our
communities: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United Stales of America
in Congress assembled, That the week of
October 10, 1982, through October 16, 1982,
is designated “Freedom Week, U.S.A." and
the President of the United States is au-
thorized and requested to issue a proclama-
tion calling upon the people of the United
States to show their concern, loyalty, and
support for our country by a vivid patriotic
display of pride and with other appropriate
ceremonies.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

8. 1249

At the request of Mr. DoLg, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
1249, a bill to increase the efficiency
of Governmentwide efforts to collect
debts owed the United States, to re-
quire the Office of Management and
Budget to establish regulations for re-
porting on debts owed the United
States, and to provide additional pro-
cedures for the collection of debts
owed the United States.

5. 2018

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
name of the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. Burpick) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 2918, a bill to permit
the investment of employee benefit
plans in residential mortgages.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 214

At the request of Mr. PErcy, the
names of the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. DeCoxcini), and the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. DURENBERGER)
were added as cosponsors of Senate
Joint Resolution 214, a joint resolu-
tion to authorize and request the
President to designate the month of
November 1982 as “National REACT
Month."”

RESOLUTION 480—

SENATE
ORIGINAL RESOLUTION RE-
PORTED WAIVING CONGRES-
SIONAL BUDGET ACT

Mr. PERCY, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, reported the fol-
lowing original resolution; which was
referred to the Committee on the
Budget:

S. Res. 480

Resolved, That pursuant to section 402(c)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
the provisions of section 404(a) of such Act
are waived with respect to the consideration
of H.R, 5427, a bill to authorize appropria-
tions to provide for broadcasting of accurate
information to the people of Cuba, and for
other purposes. Such waiver is necessary to
allow the authorization of an appropriation
of $7.5 million for the costs of creating an
entity responsible to the Board for Interna-
tional Broadcasting which will broadecast ac-
curate information to Cuba.
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Compliance with section 402(a) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 was not
possible by the May 28, 1982 deadline be-
cause the committee had not completed a
series of extensive hearings on this issue
prior to that date.

The effect of defeating consideration of
this authorization will prevent the creation
of this broadcast entity which was proposed
by the President and endorsed by a substan-
tial majority of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee.

The desired authorization will not delay
the appropriations process and can be ac-
commodated in a fiscal year 1983 appropria-
tion bill.

—

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR
PRINTING

EXTENSION OF DEFENSE
PRODUCTION ACT

AMENDMENT NO. 3620

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. WARNER (for himself, Mr.
McCLURE, and Mr. JACKsSON) submitted
an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by them to the bill (S. 2375) to
extend by 5 years the expiration date
of the Defense Production Act of 1950.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

EDUCATION FOR ECONOMIC
SECURITY ACT

& Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I
am pleased to join Senators PeLL and
CraNsTON in sponsoring S. 2953, the
Education for Economic Security Act.
This legislation is a timely and neces-
sary response to a problem of serious
national proportion.

A generation ago, Congress enacted
a milestone in Federal education law,
the National Defense Education Act.
This landmark legislation, passed in
1958, was a response to the Soviet
launching of the sputnik rocket.

Congress phrased the intent of
NDEA this way:

The Congress hereby finds and declares
that the security of the nation requires the
fullest development of the mental resources
and technical skills of its young men and
women, . . . The national interest requires
. . . that the federal government give assist-
ance to education for programs which are
important to our national defense,

A generation after establishment of
NDEA, many of the problems preva-
lent then are reoccurring. The poblem
this time is not, however, an issue of
military security. Confronting us now
is the matter of economic survival.

Put simply, the situation is that the
United States does not have enough
science and mathematics teachers in
our high schools. And many of those
we do have are not sufficiently trained
to do the job that is necessary.

There is an irony in our predica-
ment. In the aftermath of sputnik, the
Russians were our target, and the Na-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

tional Defense Education Act an im-
portant means of hitting it.

Now, with the battleground shifting
to the economic front, we find that
the adversaries competing for our
share of an increasingly technological
world economy tend to be our allies as
much as anyone else.

In an environment where mastery of
math and science is crucial, we find
ourselves with serious shortcomings.
Let me cite examples of the situation.

The National Academy of Sciences
sponsored a national convocation on
the status of precollege education in
mathematics and the sciences. Among
other findings, the convocation
brought out that:

Nationwide, 22 percent of the teach-
ing posts in mathematics are unfilled.

In 1981, half of the newly hired in-
structors in secondary math and sci-
ence were not qualified to teach those
subjects.

Almost five times as many science
and math teachers left the profession
for nonteaching jobs than left due to
retirement.

In addition, as researchers at Iowa
State University have just disclosed,
departments of education in 40 States
report a shortage, in many instances
critical, of physics and math teachers,
while 39 States are in need, again in
some cases, of chemistry teachers.

These dismal statistics are only
symptoms of a national ailment. The
Federal Government can and should
play an important role in reversing
this decline.

Even in my own State of Vermont,
the stakes are high. The stereotype of
Vermont is that it is an agricultural
State. In fact, Vermont ranks third in
the Nation for percentage of work
force employed by high-tech industry.

The requirements of this type of in-
dustry are demanding. Unfortunately,
we have found ourselves falling short
of the demands.

To begin focusing national attention
and debate upon the implications of
this shortage, Senators PELL, CRAN-
sToN and I have introduced this legis-
lation. The Education for Economic
Security Act would:

Add to the resources of State and
local education agencies, to upgrade
instruction in math, science, comput-
ers, foreign languages and vocational
education.

Help to improve teacher training for
math, scien:e and computer instruec-
tion at colleges and universities.

Promote the retraining of teachers
in other disciplines to the areas of in-
struction showing critical need.

Increase inservice opportunities for
teachers now at work to study math,
science and computer literacy.

Our chances for success in this ven-
ture hinge upon cooperation of all in-
volved. This legislation signals a new
partnership in education for all levels
of government.e
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CONTROLLING TAX EXPENDI-
TURES—THE CANADIAN EXPE-
RIENCE

® Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
Internal Revenue Code is widely used
as a mechanism for spending Federal
funds. The proliferation of “tax ex-
penditures” has been of increasing
concern in recent years because of
their number and their large revenue
cost. In fact, the back-door Federal
spending through such tax subsidies
has grown at a greater rate than the
front-door spending through the
normal budget process. I am con-
vinced, as are many others in Con-
gress, that we must develop more ef-
fective mechanisms to bring tax ex-
penditures under the budget process if
we are to achieve a balanced budget
and gain full control over Federal
spending.

As we have seen in the recent budget
and tax debates, tax expenditures
have the same impact on Federal defi-
cits as direct spending programs. In-
creasing tax expenditures increases
the Federal deficit, and reducing or re-
pealing tax expenditures, as in this
year's major tax bill, reduces the Fed-
eral deficit.

In recent years, as budget con-
straints have become tighter, I have
called for reductions in tax expendi-
tures proportional to reductions in
direct expenditure programs. Such
action makes budget sense and repre-
sents an evenhanded approach to
budget cuts. It is not fair to require
the beneficiaries of direct spending
programs to bear the entire brunt of
spending cuts, without requiring the
beneficiaries of tax expenditures to
make a corresponding sacrifice.

In this connection, recent develop-
ments in Canada are instructive. The
Government of that nation began pub-
lishing a tax expenditure budget in
1979. Simultaneously, the Government
introduced an “envelope system,”
under which tax expenditures and
direct expenditures in the same overall
budget category are combined in one
“envelope” for consideration by the
appropriate departments of the Gov-
ernment. As a result, proposals for
new tax expenditures have been sig-
nificantly reduced, and tax spending
has been brought under the same type
of fiscal control as direct expenditures.
The successful experience of Canada
in achieving this control over tax ex-
penditures can be a useful lesson to
Congress as we consider steps to im-
prove the budget process.

Mr. President, I believe that the Ca-
nadian approach to tax expenditures
will be of interest to all of us in Con-
gress, and I ask that an article on this
issue by the Honorable Allan J. Mac-
Eachen, the Deputy Prime Minister
and former Minister of Finance in
Canada who is now Secretary of States
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for External Affairs, be printed in the
RECORD.

The article follows:

INTEGRATION OF TAX EXPENDITURES INTO THE
GOVERNMENT Fi1scAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
(By Hon. Allan J. MacEachen)

A proper fiscal management system is an
important preoccupation of governments of
most of the countries in the world. The
principal objectives of a fiscal management
system are to control the growth in public
spending and to ensure an efficient alloca-
tion of public funds to various priority
areas. It is also important that the system
provide adequate opportunity for an ongo-
ing review of the fiscal initiatives taken in
the past, permit flexibility in shifting re-
sources from one policy areas to another in
response to changing priorities, and provide
for financial control.

To better achieve these objectives, Canada
has recently adopted a new fiscal manage-
ment system, under which the overall out-
lays of the federal govenment are divided
into several broad policy areas or “enve-
lopes”. The spending decision within each
envelope is then delegated to a committee of
Ministers responsible for the policy areas
within that envelope. While this system is
similar in many respects to that found in
some other countries, one unique feature of
the system in Canada is the integration of
tax expenditures or selective tax prefer-
ences within the system. This integration of
tax expenditures into the system is in recog-
nition of the fact that a variety of instru-
ments may be used to achieve given policy
goals. These instruments include grants,
direct expenditures, loans and guarantees,
and tax incentives, An appropriate fiscal
management system should give a place to
all of these alternatives so that the most ap-
propriate mechanism is chosen. It should
not bias the choice of instruments in a
manner that is detrimental to the achieve-

ment of overall policy objectives.

THE ENVELOPE SYSTEM

The new fiscal management system, or
the envelope system, as it is referred to, was
adopted in response to a number of con-
cerns that had developed over a period of
years. The previous stucture of federal gov-
ernment expenditure management present-
ed certain difficulties which were articulat-
ed by successive Auditors General and by
the government’s Comptroller General. In
November 1976 the government appointed
the Royal Commission on Financial Man-
agement and Accountability, known as the
Lambert Commission. The Commission's
final report noted:

“Our review of the existing financial plan-
ning process revealed several fundamental
weaknesses. None of the participants is held
effectively accountable. Expenditures are
proposed by departments in ignorance of
projected revenues and without their being
related to priorities. There is no public com-
mitment to an expenditure plan and conse-
guently no basis for effective parliamentary
review. Finally, there is little public partici-
pation in expenditure planning.”

Another important consideration was the
effort by the Canadian goverment, like the
governments of many other Western coun-
tries, to restrain the growth of the public
sector. Expenditures since 1975-76 have
been kept to an average growth rate slightly
below that of GNP. This is reflected in the
decline in the ratio of ““total outlays”, which
is the sum of budgetary expenditures and
non-budgetary loans, investments and ad-
vances, from 22.9 percent GNP in 1975-76 to
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20.2 percent in 1980-81. Such a period of re-
straint creates special pressures on a fiscal
management system and highlights the
need for an effective allocation of resources
in relation to priorities including an effec-
tive review of existing programs.

The 1970s also saw rapid changes in Cana-
dian society and many new issues facing
governments. New government departments
and agencies evolved and existing depart-
ments found more than ever that their re-
sponsibilities were intertwined with other
policy areas. Clearly, this situation requires
a high degree of budgetary control and a
system that is designed to highlight trade-
offs between competing programs.

The envelope system is intended to deal
with the problems identified by ensuring
greater Ministerial control over both poli-
cies and expenditures., The envelope system
does this by assisting Ministers in integrat-
ing policy making and fiscal and expendi-
ture planning within the Cabinet Commit-
tee system.

The outline of the basic system is quite
straightforward. Its basis is a medium-term
fiscal plan encompassing revenues and ex-
penditures over a 5-year period. Each year,
the Cabinet reviews the overall level of ex-
penditures on recommendations by the Min-
ister of Finance and President of the Treas-
ury Board. These overall expenditures are
then divided into 9 allocations for broad
policy areas, or 9 envelopes as they are
called. Formally, an envelope is an author-
ized expenditure limit, expressed in current
dollars for the fiscal year in question. The 9
envelopes are Economic Development,
Energy, Social Affairs, Justice and Legal,
Fiscal Transfers to Provinces, External Af-
fairs, Defence, Parliament, and Services to
Government. A separate account is main-
tained for the costs of public debt.

Overseeing the operation of each envelope
is a policy Committee composed of Cabinet
Ministers with responsibilities in the policy
area of the envelope. These committees
have the responsibility of allocating expend-
itures within the envelope to particular de-
partments and programs.

Each Policy Committee is provided with a
basic operational level of expenditures
within its envelope. This provides for the
forecast cost of existing programs and an
operating reserve to meet cost overruns, al-
though the Treasury Board works through-
out the course of the year to identify pro-
gram savings to avoid net overruns in ex-
penditures where possible.

Policy Committees may also be provided
with additional amounts for the financing
of new or enriched programs or they may be
required to reduce expenditures. Policy
Committees control the allocation of funds
for new or enriched programs and designate
existing programs that can be reduced or
eliminated within their policy area.

The Policy Committees thus have two
sources of funds for new or expanded pro-
grams., These are additional amounts pro-
vided for an envelope in the annual review
by Cabinet and reallocation of amounts
from existing programs. The incentive to
identify programs that can be reduced or
eliminated, thereby freeing funds for uses
that are currently more in line with govern-
ment priorities, is crucial to the system and
makes it an effective means of fiscal man-
agement.

The foregoing represents a brief summary
of the system in terms of expenditures. As
was indicated earlier, this fiscal manage-
ment system does not differ in broad outline
from that used in some other countries.
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However, a unique feature of the Canadian
system is its treatment of tax expenditures.

TAX EXPENDITURES AND THE ENVELOPE SYSTEM

The inclusion of tax expenditures in the
fiscal management system is a very impor-
tant feature and one that is of particular
relevance in regard to the responsibilities of
the Minister of Finance. The integration of
the tax and expenditure sides of the budget
reflects several considerations and experi-
ence gained in the period of restraint since
the mid-1970s.

The basic concept of a tax expenditure is
a provision in the tax system which provides
certain taxpayers with preferential treat-
ment in comparison to a benchmark tax
structure. The benchmark tax structure is
one that provides no preferential treatment
to taxpayers on the basis of demographic
characteristics, sources, or uses of income,
geographic location or any other special cir-
cumstances applicable only to a given tax-
payer or particular group of taxpayers. The
preferential treatment or deviation from
the benchmark may be in the form of de-
ductions from income, exemptions, tax de-
ferrals, lower tax rates or credits.

Tax expenditures are, in many respects, a
substitute for direct spending. They both
implement government priorities, As well,
they both lead to increases in the budget
deficits or require program cutbacks or in-
creases in the general tax revenues for their
financing. A proliferation of tax incentives
eventually means higher tax rates for all be-
cause of reduced tax base, which, in turn,
has potentially serious implications for in-
centives to work, save and invest. Tax ex-
penditures, just as direct expenditures, rep-
resent a form of government intervention in
the economy. This, in itself, suggests that
decisions about tax expenditures should be
integrated into the fiscal management
system.

Another consideration is that the size of
tax expenditures is substantial, in both the
number of items and the aggregate value of
revenues foregone. In several policy areas
they rival the wvalue of direct spending.
Moreover, tax expenditures were growing
rapidly. From 1976 to 1979, the rate of in-
crease in the value of tax preferences was
some 50 percent higher than the rate of in-
crease in direct spending.

It was perhaps not surprising that a
period of rapid growth in tax expenditures
coincided with increasing efforts to restrain
government spending. Under the previous
system additional funds directed to a policy
area by tax expenditures did not affect the
budget of the sponsoring department. With
government expenditure restraint blocking
all but the very highest priority new pro-
grams or expansion of existing programs
from the mid-1870s, the introduction of new
tax expenditures thus became one of the
few avenues available for government pro-
gram Ministers to pursue policy objectives
that they quite legitimately identified in
their areas of concern. It created strong in-
centives for each program Minister to seek
new tax expenditures in his area of respon-
sibility, usually with the support of the pop-
ulation groups or industrial sectors whose
interests he or she was expected to repre-
sent. The Minister of Finance was placed in
the lonely position of attempting to couple
expenditure restraint with deficit reduction
while maintaining the credibility of the tax
system as a fair and effective means of rais-
ing government revenues.

The process of integration of tax expendi-
tures into the fiscal management system
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comprises a number of elements. In the
normal course of events, a program Minister
would, initially, identify various alternative
means of achieving a given policy objective
and consider their relative advantages and
disadvantages. These would then be re-
viewed by the relevant Policy Committee to
determine if any policy action is warranted
and if there are adequate funds set aside for
it within the envelope. If it is the view of
the Committee that the given policy objec-
tive is best achieved by & new tax expendi-
ture item or extension of an existing one,
the measure is then forwarded to the Minis-
ter of Finance who has the overall responsi-
bility for the tax system. If the measure
does not conflict with the basic objectives of
the tax system or give rise to other structur-
al or technical anomalies, then the Minister
concurs with its adoption, and the cost of
the measure is debited to the envelope for
that policy area.

One crucial feature of this system is the
concurrence of the Minister of Finance with
the adoption of any tax measure, This is
based on the need to maintain a tax system
that operates in a fair and effective fashion.
Unlike individual expenditure programs
that can operate to a large extent almost in-
dependently of the other programs, the tax
system is an integrated one. Changes in one
part of the systern may lead to repercus-
sions elsewhere in the system. The Minister
of Finance might not consider it desirable to
proceed with a given tax change if, for ex-
ample, it were to lead to significant difficul-
ties in compliance and administration or
give undue benefits to certain groups of tax-
payers and thereby calling into question the
fairness of the whole system. A tax incen-
tive to one group or in respect of one activi-
ty might lead to pressures for similar incen-
tives to other groups or in respect of other
activities. It might sometimes be easier to
resist such pressures when the incentive is
provided through a direct expenditure pro-
gram as opposed to the tax system.

Tax changes may also flow in the opposite
direction, that is, the Minister of Finance
may propose changes to a Policy Committee
with the cost of the new tax expenditure to
be charged to their envelope. Finally, the
Minister of Finance may introduce changes
on his own initiative for tax policy, fiscal
policy, or administration grounds without
giving rise to adjustment in envelopes.

In integrating tax expenditures into the
financial management system, a key issue
involves the treatment of existing tax ex-
penditures. Should these existing tax pref-
erences be assigned to envelopes and form a
portion of the envelope entitlement? The
decision taken was to exclude existing tax
expenditures from the system.

While this may be considered a flaw in the
implementation of the system, I believe it
was a necessary and practical step that does
not detract from the potential effectiveness
of the system. First, the definition of a
benchmark tax system against which to
measure tax expenditures is far from a clear
cut task. Commentators can differ sharply
on such features as the appropriateness of
using the individual or family as a unit of
taxation, or assumptions about the integra-
tion of corporate and personal income taxes.
When the tax expenditure accounts are for
informational purposes, these questions of
definition are not an obstacle to their pres-
entation and use. They would, however,
become of paramount importance if the full
accounts were to be integrated into the
fiscal management system. It was found
that most of these issues arose in the con-
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text of existing tax provisions and that it
was relatively easy to determine whether a
new change was a tax expenditure or part of
the benchmark structure.

The implication of this exclusion of exist-
ing tax expenditures is that their elimina-
tion or reduction does not provide addition-
al amounts for an envelope, although the
envelope could be credited by an appropri-
ate amount where the Policy Committee
recommends a cut-back in tax expenditures
as part of a package to retarget fiscal incen-
tives in a given policy area. In general, only
tax incentives that have been provided for
within the envelope system, i.e. new tax ex-
penditures, will give rise to additional funds
within when they are eliminated.

The integration of tax expenditures
should have two direct influences on the
frequency and the nature of tax proposals
arising from program Ministers. First, pro-
gram Ministers discuss the requests for tax
expenditures within their Parliamentary
Committee as part of the actual budgetary
process for their envelope, and thus should
have vital interest in screening request for
tax expenditures coming out of the Commit-
tee. Second, since tax expenditures and
direct expenditures both impact on the
avallable amount of funds in an envelope,
the decision to seek delivery through the
tax system versus the expenditure system
will be based on the relative merit of the
two approaches.

The tax system may be a more advanta-
geous way to carry out government policy
for a number of reasons. First, the tax
system is a self-assessment system and tax-
payers themselves have the discretion to act
on an incentive themselves. The degree of
bureaucratic discretion and “red tape" is
thus limited. Second, the tax system con-
tains well-defined concepts and considerable
information that, if used in delivering incen-
tives, may simplify the process considerably.
Finally, in the Canadian federal system, the
tax system lends itself to joint federal and
provincial action because income taxes are,
in most cases, imposed on a common base.

However, there are also a number of nega-
tive consequences which may flow from the
use of tax expenditures rather than direct
expenditures. Tax incentives frequently
have effects that run counter to maintain-
ing the fairness of the tax system. For ex-
ample, deductions from income are general-
1y of more benefit to those with the higher
marginal tax rates,

Tax expenditures, once put in place, have
proved remarkably difficult to remove with
their elimination always billed as a tax in-
crease, Tax expenditures are thus likely to
remain in place past the time when they are
required. It is also difficult to determine the
actual advantage of tax preferences to vari-
ous groups in the economy as the number of
such incentives multiply, because the incen-
tives often interact with each other and
may be offsetting.

Tax statutes need to be extemely precise
because of the self-assessing nature of the
Canadian tax system, With precision comes
complexity and opportunities for tax plan-
ning activities which may reduce the
amount of time and effort devoted to pro-
ductive activity. The precision required also
eliminates discretion, which in some cases
may make a program much less flexible and
responsive than is desirable. Finally, tax ex-
penditures do not lend themselves to strict
budgetary control. They must be available
I.ghalé persons meeting the criteria estab-

ed.

The new system adopted in Canada is de-
signed to ensure that all these factors are
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given adeqguate consideration in the choice
of instruments for achieving the given
policy objective.

CONCLUSION

Canada has only recently adopted a
system of fiscal management that incorpo-
rates tax expenditures. The system holds
considerable promise in improving govern-
ment decision-making, helping government
in achieving fiscal restraint and ensuring
that the most appropriate vehicle is used,
whether that be the tax system, the ex-
penditure system or loans and advances,
when government intervention in the econo-
my is desirable.

There are some very encouraging signs.
Tax expenditures are taking their place in
public and parliamentary debates. There is
now generally more awareness of the limita-
tions in the use of tax incentives for achiev-
ing policy objectives.e

AMERICAN LEGION ON
AMNESTY

® Mr. EAST. Mr. President, with con-
tinued high unemployment, we cannot
afford to give amnesty to millions of
illegal aliens. Those illegal aliens in
the lowest paying jobs would be free
to compete with Americans for good
jobs. Those illegal immigrants already
in good jobs could keep them. Is that
fair to almost 11 million unemployed
Americans? The American Legion
thinks not. I agree.

Mr. Paul Egan, deputy director of
the National Legislative Commission
of the American Legion, expressed the
position of our Nation's largest veter-
ans’ organization in a letter published
today in the Washington Times. I ask
that his letter be printed in the
RECORD.

The letter follows:

[From the Washington Times, Sept. 27,
1982]

ENFORCE Law TO STOP ILLEGAL ALIENS

It will surprise no one that immigration
has been out of control for too long. Indeed,
in every quarter of the nation, most persons
emphatically insist that regaining control
over immigration is paramount.

What is surprising and what will inevita-
bly shock folks across the nation is the fact
that if the House goes along with the re-
cently passed Senate immigration reform
package the demographic, social, economic
and political consequences will irreversibly
alter the nation as we know it today.

Perhaps these changes are desirable and
perhaps they are not, but few would deny
that these changes will occur, and almost no
one in Congress is talking about it. What is
really at stake is whether the nation's politi-
cians can muster the strength necessary to
exercise some of the most sacred responsi-
bilities any legitimate nation state has to its
citizens.

A few of these include enforcing the law,
protecting the sanctity of sovereign borders
and carefully fashioning public policies
which promote social well-being without ex-
posing the body politic to undue chaos.

Should virtually millions of illegal aliens
(undocumenteds in polite circles) be given
amnesty? To answer this question affirma-
tively is to concede not only the failure of
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law enforcement, but also a failure of na-
tional will to enforce the law.

No one suggests as an answer to over-
crowded prisons that they should be emp-
tied so that we might start with a clean
slate. Yet this is the same logic that is used
to justify amnesty.

1f, as citizens, we voluntarily comply with
laws and thereby lend dejure legitimacy to
the state's right to govern, just as surely the
state has an obligation to enforce the law.
This is axiomatic whether we refer to litter-
ing, robbery or immigration.

The most recent experience with amnesty
in this country was when draft dodgers
during the Vietnam conflict were permitted
to regain entry into the country with little
or no penalty. Today, we can see by the tens
of thousands having failed even to register
with Selective Service—apart from military
duty itself—that the legitimacy of our gov-
ernment’s sovereign right to raise an army
is under serious challenge.

In that regard, there is no reason to sus-
pect that a different experience will obtain
if illegals are amnestied.

What of a limited amnesty? The Senate
has ordered up just such a program to pro-
vide temporary or permanent residency
status to illegals able to prove they were in
the country before 1980 and 1978 respective-

y.

If it can be agreed that amnesty is wrong,
then a limited amnesty is just as wrong,
leaving only the numbers to be dickered
over. Whether wide open or limited, the
precedent set by a nation repudiating its
sovereign right to control its borders is terri-
bly foreboding.

The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that a rise in national unemployment
of two percent costs the federal government
between $50-$56 billion in lost revenues and
relief expenditures.

It follows, then, that if two million unem-

ployed Americans (roughly two percent of
the unemployment rate) were able to obtain
just two million jobs currently held by ille-
gals next year, the 1983 budget deficit could

be halved.

Apart from new revenues generated and
reduced relief program expenditures, am-
nesty for about five million illegals would
cost an additional $10 billion over four years
in social program expenditures not now
being paid.

Moreover, the stakes are high and Con-
gress owes it to the public not to bluff. The
nation’s past immigration generosity can
continue. However, that generosity must
not be allowed to betray the axioms of polit-
ical legitimacy or our own economic well
being.

PauL Ecan.e

BILINGUAL EDUCATION: A
NONCONFORMING VIEW

® Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, I
will continue today to discuss with my
colleagues the important issue of bilin-
gual education and Dr. Rossier's
paper, “Bilingual Education: A Non-
conforming View.” This second section
focuses on the importance of under-
standing bilingualism as it pertains to
individuals and the society as a whole.

We all grew up with the concept of
the American melting pot, that is the
merging of a multitude of foreign cul-
tures into one. This melting pot has
succeeded in a vibrant new culture
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among people of many different cul-
tural backgrounds largely because of a
common laugnage, English. In this
world of national strife, it is a unique
concept. I believe every Member of
this body will agree that it had a fun-
damental impact on our Nation's
greatness. In light of the growing em-
phasis on maintaining a second cul-
ture and instruction in the native lan-
guages, I ask myself what are we
trying to do? Where do we want to go?

I believe Dr. Rossier has some valid
points to make in his paper. He an-
swers many of the questions I put
forth above. I ask that the second part
of Dr. Rossier’s paper be printed in
the Recorp and I urge my colleagues
to study his theses.

The material follows:

BILINGUALISM, SI! BILINGUAL EDUCATION, No!

It is important to understand that bilin-
gualism is not socially undesirable as it is
often characterized by critics of bilingual
education but rather can be of positive
value not only to the individual but also to
society as a whole. The explanation of this
is not difficult to understand; if the stu-
dents we are talking about are immigrants
(a cover term in this article for not only
legal immigrants, but also for illegal aliens
and refugees as well), and the vast majority
of the pupils placed in bilingual programs
are in this category, then our goal should be
for them to learn to function well in Eng-
lish. By so doing they will add English of
their first language—they will by definition
become bilingual. Unless we believe that the
ability to communicate in English creates
social division rather than unity, it should
be obvious that immigrant bilingualism will
benefit our society rather than hurt it. The
key point of dispute, then, has to do with
whether students can learn the new lan-
guage (English) more efficiently by means
of instruction in two languages or in special
English programs.

The critics

The social division criticism, though, has
been the principal weapon in the rather
puny arsenal of the unorganized and rela-
tively ineffectual opposition to bilingual
education. Former California State Superin-
tendent of Public Instruction Max Rafferty,
for example, blasted the concepts not long
ago in the American Legion Magazine, call-
ing it “The Hoax of the 80's.” He argued
forcefully that immigrant children should
learn English so that the country would not
be “Balkanized” but then demonstrated a
complete lack of understanding of how they
were to learn the language by attacking the
phrase “English as a Second Language,” &
term that has been used in the United
States for at least 15 years to signify a varie-
ty of educational programs and methods
that have one thing in common: the goal of
teaching immigrant students English by
means of special instruction in English.

WHY BILINGUAL INSTRUCTION RETARDS
LEARNING

What Rafferty and other critics have
missed in the debate is the most telling ar-
gument of all. Bilingual opponents general-
ly concede the very point that would most
help them to invalidate the case presented
for bilingual education by its champions.
Quite simply, language number one cannot
be learned by means of instruction in lan-
guage number two—English cannot be
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learned through instruction in Spanish or
Chinese or in any other language. For sever-
al reasons which never seem to be brought
out in criticism of the concept; bilingual in-
struction retards English language learning
instead of advancing it. The amount of time
that the learner has to interact verbally
with speakers of the new language is of crit-
ical importance; in bilingual programs the
amount of exposure to English language
interaction is greatly reduced compared
with that of other types of language pro-
grams.

More importantly, because of the heavy
emphasis on translation in these programs,
the bulk of the students are set back be-
cause they become inhibited about respond-
ing in English when they know that the
teacher or alde understands them if they re-
spond in their native language. Only a mi-
nority of highly motivated, gifted language
learners have the drive to surmount this
psychological obstacle. Learning to type by
touch is roughly analogous to the learning
of a new language. If a typing teacher
allows her students to look at their hands
while they are learning to type, this action
will in time become habitual and the stu-
dents will never be able to type with any ap-
preciable speed. In the same way, immigrant
students in bilingual programs become habi-
tuated to responding in their native lan-
guage to their bilingual teachers and aides
and find it difficuit to ever reach a point in
which they no longer translate from their
first language to English but instead think
in English when they are speaking English.

But critics of bilingual education appar-
ently have scant understanding of second
language learning and so there is little
reason for optimism about the establish-
ment of alternative programs to bilingual
education—programs that would promote
rapid and efficient learning of English so
that young ts would be in a posi-
tion to take advantage of the same educa-
tional opportunities that their American-
born schoolmates have, Instead it appears
that bilingual programs will endure and the
bilingual bureaucracy will remain prosper-
ous and politically powerful until the time
when there is sufficient public recognition
that it is against the public interest, and
certainly against the best interests of immi-
grant children, that bilingual education con-
tinue.

A DISMAL RECORD—BILINGUAL EDUCATION
RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

If the bilingual movement has an Achilles
heel, it can be found in its truly dismal
record of being unable to produce signifi-
cant research and evaluation of an objective
nature in support of the bilingual method.
It would seem that in the considerably more
than a decade that these programs have
been operating in the schools that some
fairly conclusive evidence could have been
brought to light to answer the question,
“Are bilingual programs, with all of the ad-
ditional expense and disruption that they
cause in the schools, doing a better job of
teaching English than the educational pro-
grams they replaced?” Bilingual researchers
have rarely if ever tried to answer this ques-
tion. Instead they have studied and evaluat-
ed questions which were related ony remote-
ly to language learning and have shown
little objectivity in doing so.

In the early 70's, Tucker and d'Anglejean
of McGill University in Canada commented
on the negative attitude of the early evalua-
tors in Canada and the United States, claim-
ing that, “A sense of pessimism seems to
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prevail among many of the people associat-
ed with bilingual programs who claim what
it is either not possible to evaluate their
programs meaningfully or not really neces-
sary to do so.” Later both Theodore Ander-
son of the University of Texas and Bruce
Gaarder of the United States Office of Edu-
cation substantiated this appraisal of bilin-
gual evaluation in reviews of some of the
early program evaluations in this country
while Bernard Spolsky of the University of
New Mexico pointed out in 1973 that, “The
only bilingual program on which, so far, we
have good data is the St. Lambert School in
Montreal * * *." It is worth noting that the
now famous St. Lambert experiment was
the original “language immersion” program,
a very different concept than present day
bilingual programs in the United States.

This inability to evaluate bilingual pro-
grams “meaningfully” continued and in
1978 Rudolph Troike, then Director of the
federally funded Center for Applied Linguis-
tics and a bilingual enthusiast, in attempt-
ing to promote increased funding for re-
search on bilingual education, unintention-
ally focused the spotlight clearly on the fail-
ure of the bilingual people to come up with
empirical justification for what they were
doing. Troike pointed out that the Bilingual
Education Act of 1968 (Title VII) was passed
by Congress ‘“largely as an article of faith,
with little research to support it.” This
blind faith in the unproven bilingual
method persisted and in his 1978 mono-
graph written for the National Clearing-
house for Bilingual Education on research
in bilingual education Troike admitted that
“We have very little more of a research base
for bilingual programs than we did 10 years
ago.” Looking past small-scale studies and
doctoral dissertations whose value he said
was limited, he confessed that, “Unfortu-
nately, although evaluations should be a
prime source of data on program results,
the vast majority of them are worthless for
this purpose.”

As an indication of the inadequacy of
most of the evaluations, Troike cited a
survey done by the Center for Applied Lin-
guistics in developing a master plan for the
San Francisco School District in response to
the Lau vs. Nichols Decision of the United
States Supreme Court. The survey found
that only 7 of 150 evaluations met even
“minimal criteria for acceptability and con-
tained usable information.” Another survey
done by the Northwest Regional Education-
al Laboratory resulted in the rejection of all
but 3 of 108 evaluations and 12 of T6 re-
search studies. The wonder of all of this is
that the federal government alone has by
Troike's own admission appropriated more
than a half billion dollars (closer to & billion
now) for bilingual education in a little more
than a decade without a shred of evidence
that this instruction has helped anyone
except the bureaucrats themselves.

THE REDWOOD CITY PROJECT—UPSIDE DOWN

CONCLUSION

At a critical stage in the political cam-
paign of the bilingual movement, an evalua-
tive study was published that would soon be
used by partisans as some of the first empir-
ical evidence that bilingual education did
work in practice. Although Andrew Cohen,
a young ex-Peace Corps worker and doctoral
candidate at Stanford University, was cau-
tious in expressing the generalizibility of
the results of his study of the Redwood City
Bilingual Project, he wasn't at all reluctant
to state that, ““Th: preliminary results of
this study are highly supportive of bilin-
gual/bicultural schooling,” and on the
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strength of these admittedly preliminary re-
sults he recommended that “bilingual pro-
grams should be implemented and contin-
ued elsewhere.”

Since the publication in 1975 of “A Socio-
linguistic Approach to Bilingual Education,”
it has been one of the most frequentiy cited
studies in support of bilingual education.
For this reason, a brief analysis of the study
and of its widespread influence can be very
instructive in trying to understand how bi-
lingual education propaganda has made
much out of little. Cohen's study was car-
ried out over a two year period, the 1970-T1
and 1971-72 school years, and involved two
groups of students, one experimental and
one control, in two schools in Redwood City,
California. In all, 90 Mexican-American
(Cohen fails to distinguish between Mexi-
can-American and Mexican students al-
though approximately a third of these stu-
dents in the experimental group and almost
half in the control group were born in
Mexico) took part in the experiment, with
half receiving bilingual instruction of one
type or another and half receiving instruc-
tion only in English.

Cohen'’s research questions centered prin-
cipally on two comparisons. (1) After several
years of bilingual instruction, were the chil-
dren in the bilingual group as proficient in
English language skills as were the compari-
son group children taught only in English?
and (2) Were the experimental group stu-
dents more proficient in Spanish? Cohen
answered these questions affirmatively but
this affirmation was questionable if one ex-
amined the data carefully.

Despite Cohen's conclusions, his data
showed that for the majority of the meas-
ures of English language skills the compari-
son groups, not the experimental ones, were
superior. In the critically important skill of
reading, for example, although he mini-
mized the differences, the data Cohen pre-
sented demonstrated that the comparison
group was clearly superior in almost every
measure. As for the other language skills,
the results were more mixed but still fa-
vored the comparison groups. The really
surprising results, though, indicated that
the comparison students (who had no Span-
ish instruction) had done as well or better
than the experimental students in a number
of the measures of Spanish language, in-
cluding reading.

Its critics

It was not until some years after the
Cohen study was published that questions
were raised about its value to the cause of
bilingual education. To his credit, Rudolf
Troike commented on the contradictory re-
sults in reading: “Three separate classes of
students in the bilingual program scored sig-
nificantly below a comparison group in Eng-
lish reading scores, and one bilingual class
(the first pllot group) scored below the com-
parison group in Spanish reading—even
though the latter had received no Instruc-
tion in Spanish.” The cat was out of the bag
but Troike still aligned himself with Cohen
in refusing to find fault with the bilingual
method and instead reported that improper
implementation of the method, not the
method itself, was responsible for the disap-
pointing results.

It remained for another authority on lan-
guage teaching, Nicholas Hawkes of the
University of York in England, to penetrate
the rhetorical fog which was intended to
mitigate the unfavorable results of the Red-
wood City Study. In reviewing Cohen's
report of the study in the International
Review of Education in 1979, Hawkes gently
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posed a question that must have been devas-
tating, however, to the limited number of bi-
lingual proponents who would have read it:
“Later results from grades 3-5—showed that
by 1974 the English-only group were still
doing remarkably well in Spanish compared
with the B. E. children, yet were well ahead
of them in English reading. One is therefore
prompted to ask: if Spanish-speaking chil-
dren who are taught no Spanish in school
can compare so favourably in Spanish with
bilingually taught children, while drawing
ahead of them in English, is the Spanish
medium element in schooling really essen-
tial to the realization of the linguistic aims
of B. E.?" In asking this rhetorical question,
Professor Hawkes had to know, of course,
that without what he calls the Spanish
medium element bilingual education would
no longer be bilingual.

The Cohen study typified most of the re-
search and evaluation of the last decade:
the enthusiastic conclusions of the authors
of these studies and evaluations seldom fol-
lowed logically from the usually lengthy
and complex compilations of data. The re-
sults of their research seemed of little con-
sequence to the researchers or anyone else
connected with bilingual education. What
was important to them was that bilingual
programs would grow in size and number by
constant reinforcement of the myth that
this instruction was superior to monolingual
English instruction for linguistic minority
students because it helped to maintain the
home language without retarding English
language development. At the same time,
the question of special emphasis English
programs was carefully avoided—the public
concept that there was no alternative to bi-
lingual education had to be established and
then maintained.

Its influence—California State Department
of Education

Despite the little-noticed revelations of its
inadequacies, the Cohen study has had far
more influence at the political level than
almost any other research work. An exam-
ple of the impulse it has given to bilingual
education in California can be found in a
publication of the California State Depart-
ment of Education issued in 1881. The publi-
cation—"Bilingual program, Policy, and As-
sessment Issues”—consists of a number of
scholarly papers written partly to counter-
act the effects on public opinion of two
highly publicized and critical reports on bi-
lingual education; both the federal funded
American Institutes for Research (AIR)
study of ESEA, Title VII bilingual programs
and Noel Epstein’s monograph on policy al-
ternatives for bilingual education had in the
late T0's shaken the public confidence in the
bilingual concept. The California report,
then, was an attempt to marshal as much
authority as possible in order to repair the
damaged image of the concept and to assert
the state's leadership in this area.

Six nationally distinguished educators
were commissioned by the State Depart-
ment of Education to lead panels (made-up
also of experts in various branches of educa-
tion) which discussed pre-selected issues,
formulated recommendations, and prepared
written reports for inclusion in the publica-
tion. Chosen to write the most important
section of the publication, that which dealt
with non and limited English speaking stu-
dents, were Heidi Dulay and Marina Burt, a
research team with a national reputation
for their study of second language acquisi-
tion. Dulay and Burt's treatment of the
topic, by far the longest in the total report,
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explored a number of both theoretical and
operational facets of bilingual education
and, in what is most important to this dis-
cussion of evaluation, concluded the sub-
report with a defense of the effectiveness of
bilingual programs.

In their defense, the writers roundly criti-
cized the AIR Report and the Epstein
Monograph for their methodological short-
comings and produced their own list of nine
research studies and three bilingual demon-
stration projects that supposedly met their
rigid standards for acceptable research
design. An analysis of these studies listed
under ten different categorical labels, shows
that Cohen's study of the Redwood City Bi-
lingual Project is used over and over again,
appearing in seven of the ten categories.
Further scrutiny shows that instead of the
nine studies the authors claimed were ac-
ceptable, only five, in addition to Cohen's,
appear in the categorical listings and of
these five studies, two were conducted in
foreign countries—the Philippines and
Mexico—in which the linguistic and socio-
logical situations were so different that
valid comparisons of these studies with
those of immigrant language programs in
the United States cannot be made.

ALTERNATIVES TO BILINGUAL EDUCATION

In reality, there is a long history in this
country of special educational programs for
immigrant students going back to at least
the early part of this public education in
the state with the nation’s largest popula-
tion of immigrant children, champions bilin-
gual education and attempts to base its sup-
port for the method principally on studies
such as Cohen’s in which the results direct-
ly contradict the conclusions of the re-
searcher or on studies of foreign programs
which are not relevant to the linguistic and
sociological situations with which our own
immigrant programs have to deal. None of
the other sub-reports of the panels commis-
sioned by the State Department of Educa-
tion dealt directly with the evaluation of bi-
lingual programs so it must be assumed that
the Dulay-Burt contribution was considered
to be the last word on the “effectiveness” of
bilingual programs and will be used exten-
sively in the future to rebut the critics of
this type of education.

If little valid evidence has been produced
to substantiate the bilingual lobby’s grandi-
ose claims, then it is logical to ask about the
alternatives to bilingual education—what
type of educational programs would serve
best to help immigrant students to learn
English as rapidly and as well as possible
without at the same time overburdening the
resources of most school districts? Putting
aside for a brief time the subject of evaluat-
ing the evaluation of bilingual programs, it
is important to correct one of the most per-
vasive fictions of the bilingual mythology—
that is, that the only alternative to bilingual
classes is what has come to be known as the
“sink-or-swim”™ method. In this method, im-
migrant students are from the beginning
placed directly into regular classes taught in
English in which they receive little if any
special help in learning to speak the new
language.

And so the California State Department
of Education, the nerve center for century.
Los Angeles, one of the nation’s largest im-
migrant centers, has had special English
programs since 1915 and up until the advent
of bilingual education in the T0's many tens
of thousands of students who started their
schooling speaking little or no English were
successfully integrated into the school dis-
trict’s regular educational program aftér
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they had been in these special classes. The
programs were organized differently at the
elementary and secondary levels and the in-
structional methodology varied somewhat
over the years, but the common goal of this
learning approach was to provide a special
English learning environment away from
the regular classroom until the student
could begin to function on his own in a reg-
ular class with monolingual English speak-
ing classmates. The best of these programs
were based on the belief that students have
different capacities for learning language
and that only a small part of the language
they would learn would come from formal
instruction while most of their ability to
function in the new language would come
from their interaction with English speak-
ers in varied school situations and also in
their outside of the school. For this reason
the majority of the immigrant language
programs prior to the 70's were integrative
in purpose rather than segregation as are bi-
lingual programs.
Suppression of research

Unfortunately, there is almost no mention
in the research literature of studies of this
type of special English instruction in the
years before the bilingual revolution, prob-
ably because the education of immigrant
students had not yet been seen as having
political potential and this situation is likely
to continue for it appears that bilingual
zealots will attempt to suppress any efforts
directed at comparing alternative methods
with the bilingual method. The huge Los
Angeles Unified School District serves as a
case in point. It is difficult to uncover much
information about the inner workings of
such a large school district and it is usually
fruitless to speculate on the reasons behind
actions taken or not taken at the adminis-
trative level. Nevertheless, this school dis-
trict that claims to have almost 100,000 stu-
dents in bilingual programs not only has
avoided carrying out and publishing any
type of study that would give objective evi-
dence of the relative effectiveness of its bi-
lingual programs but appears also to have
detoured, hidden, or actually aborted stud-
ies that would compare other methods with
bilingual instruction.

One study that apparently was sborted
was to have been an evaluation of the Title
VII Bilingual Schools Project for the 1977-
78 school year. Information about the study
is limited. It is known, however, that the ex-
perimental group for the study consisted of
students in bilingual programs and the con-
trol group was made up of students who re-
ceived only ESL instruction. Both groups
were tested to determine the relative devel-
opment of their English language skills and
the data from the tests were sent to a pri-
vate research firm, Bernard Cohen Re-
search and Development Incorporated of
Cambridge, Massachusetts, which had a
$29,000 contract with the district to evalu-
ate the data. After the testing phase, offi-
cial mention of the study ceases. No formal
report on the results of the study, either
written or oral, was ever presented to the
Los Angeles Board of Education, the body
which funded the study so that it would
have information that would enable it to
evaluate its bilingual programs.

The significance of this study should not
be overlooked; while almost all of the stud-
ies of bilingual education have used control
groups of comparable language minority
students in classes (the AIR Study, for ex-
ample), the Los Angeles study would have
compared students receiving bilingual in-
struction with those placed in special groups
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or classes which were designed exclusively
to help them to learn to speak, read, and
write English. Instead of comparing stu-
dents in bilingual programs with students in
a “sink-or-swim" situation who received
little or no special help in learning English,
the comparison would have been far more
meaningful—bilingual edccation pitted
against another special method.

In another, similar case in the same
school year, a proposal for a study by a
speech therapist in the Los Angeles School
District was approved for funding by the
board of education of that district. This
study was designed to compare Spanish
dominant students in one East Los Angeles
elementary school who received instruction
bilingually with those in another elementa-
ry school in the same area who received spe-
cial English-only instruction. But the study
never got off the ground because (as the ini-
tiator of the study related to me) district of-
ficials persuaded her to cancel the project
because they said it would duplicate a study
of wider scope planned at the state level, To
date, however, the State Department of
Education has not published any bilingual
studies even remotely similar to the aborted
Los Angeles studies.

At least three other studies focusing on
immigrant English language learning in the
Los Angeles schools have been buried in the
archives of the Research and Evaluation
Section of that district for a number of
years. The earliest of these (Rossier, 1968)
was a statistical analysis of 150 high school
seniors (most of them from Spanish speak-
ing countries) who had come to the United
States either in their junior high school or
senior high school years, studied English in
a specia! English program in one of four Los
Angeles high scao00ls, and then had reached
graduation. The study found that, despite
their relatively short residence in the
United States (3 to 6 years), these students
compared favorably with their English
speaking classmates in class ranking, grade-
point average, occupational choice, and
post-high school educational plans. The stu-
dents’ performance in the regular educa-
tional program was especizally notable, with
more than 61% of the group achieving a
2.00 (C) average or better for their three
years in high school.

In 1975 Shea investigated student and pa-
rental attitudes toward the use of English
and Spanish in a variety of situations, in-
cluding their relative preference for Eng-
lish-only instruction, bilingual instruction,
or Spanish-only instruction. The study, car-
ried out in a San Fernando Valley junior
high school whose student population was
made up largely of Spanish surnamed stu-
dents, found that a range of from 66.8 to
82.9% (depending on the subject field to be
taught) of the 960 student respondents and
58.0 to 71.8% of the 254 parent respondents
preferred English-only instruction.

The third study (Rossier, 1975) dealt with
personality variables in the learning of Eng-
lish as a second language and produced data
including the importance to the learner of
in-school exposure to English in addition to
structured English language lessons.

There is reason to believe, then, that
meaningful, objective evaluation of bilin-
gual education programs in the Los Angeles
School District has been carefully avoided
and, furthermore, that there has been a pat-
tern of suppression of both district-initiated
and independent research studies having po-
tential for showing that there might be al-
ternative educational programs that would
be superior to bilingual programs. Whether
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what has happened in Los Angeles is typical
of the nation as a whole is difficult to say
although we must remember that Troike's
1978 survey of evaluations nation-wide (with
the considerable resources of the Center for
Applied Linguistics and the National Clear-
inghouse for Bilingual Education behind
him) found that most of these were “worth-
less' for producing data on program results.
AVOIDANCE OF OBJECTIVE RESEARCH AND
EVALUATION

The whole area of study and evaluation of
language programs for immigrants poses a
series of intriguing questions and possibili-
ties. In the first place, why has there been
such reluctance to study and evaluate bilin-
gual programs objectively? Stating the ques-
tion a little differently, why isn't bilingual
evaluation conducted by unbiased individ-
uals or organizations that have no vested in-
terest in the perpetuation of these pro-
grams?

Harking back to Troike's admission that
there was little research evidence to support
the idea of bilingual instruction when the
Bilingual Education Act was passed in 1968,
why after that didn't responsible education-
al researchers initiate studies that would
allow us to compare operational bilingual
programs with programs using alternative
monolingual English methods? There was a
time during the early years of bilingual edu-
cation when this type of comparative study
could have been carried out rather easily in
many parts of the United States, but it
would be difficult today because the bilin-
gual politicians have created a monopoly sit-
uation in many states—one in which no
other special language program is permitted
either because of legislative prohibition or
because of federal or state funding regula-
tions.@

THE LOSS OF SKILLED WORK-
ERS AT STAKE IN EXIM
DEBATE

@ Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I have

been a long-time supporter of the

Export-Import Bank. It plays a crucial

and irreplaceable role in defending

many of our most critical industries
against the predatory trade practices
of our export competitors.

A weak, inactive Bank will result in a
decline in the profitability—and per-
haps the viability—of our high-tech-
nology, aerospace, machine tool, elec-
tronics, and capital goods industries. It
will also result in the severe loss of
jobs in these important sectors, which
means not only greater unemployment
but the unemployment of some of our
most highly skilled and productive
workers. We cannot afford that, either
socially, economically, or strategically.

I recently received a letter from one
such employee. I ask that the text of
the letter be printed in the REcORrRD
and urge my colleagues to ponder its
message as we consider the funding
levels for the Export-Import Bank.

The letter follows:

SEPTEMBER 5, 1982,

Hon. JAKE GARN,

U.S. Senate, Chairman, Banking, Housing,
Urban Affairs, Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeEmaTOR Garn: I have recently
become aware of a possible government
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action, which shall seriously affect the
Export-Import Bank.

As I understand it, the Export-Import
Bank is an agency of the United States Gov-
ernment. It was created in 1934 and since
1948 it has successfully devoted its efforts
exclusively toward promoting exports by ar-
ranging financing for overseas business to
purchase American made products. It has
provided essential business service to indus-
try and labor. Any cut by Congress in the
agency's borrowing and lending authority
shall reduce the amount of money available
to be loaned to overseas business. This with-
out question would reduce the Bank's effec-
tiveness, which would result in lower ex-
ports. This would have a dire effect on the
company for which I work (Kropp Forge,
Div. of Anadite) and could definitely result
in the termination of my job along with
many other employees.

Senator Garw, I am at a loss to under-
stand such senseless contemplated action to-
wards the Export-Import Bank, because the
Bank uses no tax money and is not a drain
on the Federal Treasury, therefore, has no
affect on any increase in the Federal
Budget. Furthermore, such callous action at
this time would prevent a full economic re-
covery.

The Bank's borrowing and lending author-
ity must not be cut if American Business
and Labor are to successfully meet the chal-
lenge of its chief competitor in aircraft man-
ufacturing, which is Airbus Industrie, a con-
sortium formed by European capital and
the governments of France, Germany and
the United Kingdom.

These foreign governments are working
closely together with private capital. There
is no question in my mind that the ingenui-
ty of American Business and American
Labor, working together with our govern-
ment, can successfully meet the productive
challenge of Airbus; but only if the Bank’s
authority remains firmly secure. This is an-
other must for our economic survival and
the survival of our free competitive enter-
prise system. We cannot take this foreign
challenge too lightly.

Senator GarN, as the chairman of the
Senate Banking Committee, I implore you
to lend your support for a continued strong
Export-Import Bank, which shall continue
to serve American Business and which, from
such service, American Labor is a benefici-
ary. Thank you.

Sincerely,
THEODORE PIEKARCZYK.®

ADEQUATE R&D FUNDING AND
THE INTEGRITY OF THE SU-
PERFUND LAW

® Mr. GLENN. During the recent
debate on the HUD-independent agen-
cies appropriations, I supported the at-
tempt to restore $39 million for EPA's
R&D budget and $30 million for Su-
perfund.

It is crucial for EPA to have t.ie ben-
efit of basic, continuous, and thorough
quality research conducted in and out
of Government in order to set effec-
tive health and environmental stand-
ards. If EPA’s 1983 budget is approved,
this administration will have cut EPA
funding by 40 percent from the fiscal
1981 budget. At a time when EPA's
workload is increasing, we must allo-
cate funds for scientific research to
identify the chemicals which may en-
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danger human health, to determine
what levels of pollution may be haz-
ardous and to provide a basis for en-
forcement of existing laws. Without
sound scientific data, we not only risk
failure to identify environmental
threats, but we also risk having indus-
try impose costly controls that better
research would have shown to be un-
warranted.

In 1980, Congress passed the Super-
fund legislation to establish a Federal
fund to finance cleanup of abandoned
or uncontrolled waste sites. I support-
ed this legislation to begin the enor-
mous task of identifying and cleaning
up these sites. There are an estimated
10,000 abandoned or uncontrolled haz-
ardous waste dump sites, and EPA now
has an interim priority list of 160 sites
that qualify for Superfund assistance.
We cannot misuse the budget process
to renege on the commitment to the
thousands of citizens whose health is
threatened by these sites.

I regret that this amendment failed
to pass the Senate; however, I will con-
tinue to work toward the goals of ade-
quate R&D funding and the integrity
of the Superfund law.e

PRESIDENT CHUN'S PLAN FOR
PACIFIC SUMMITS

e Mr. HAYAKAWA. Mr. President, on
July 31, 1982, President Chun Doo
Hwan of the Republic of Korea pro-
posed that the leaders of the nations
of the Pacific Community meet annu-
ally to discuss matters of mutual con-
cern to those nations lying within the
Pacific Ocean basin and to consult on
ways and means for mutual coopera-
tion among the Pacific basin nations.

This is an interesting proposal. We
are all aware of the fact that the na-
tions of the Pacific basin are advanc-
ing rapidly as an economic center of
the world. In 1979, American trade
with those nations lying within the
Pacific basin exceeded, for the first
time in history, total American trade
with the nations of Western Europe.
The total exports of manufactured
goods by the newly industrialized
countries of Asia—South Korea,
Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Singapore—
are now one-third greater than those
of the remaining newly industrialized
countries of the world, namely,
Mexico, Brazil, Spain, Portugal,
Greece, and Yugoslavia. It now ap-
pears possible that by the year 2000,
the combined Iindustrial power of
Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Hong
Kong, Singapore, and Malaysia may be
greater than that of the United States
or Western Europe, according to Paul
Seabury, author of “America’s Stake
in the Pacific,” published in 1981.

It is imperative, therefore, that the
United States continue to be an active
and vigorous partner of its neighbors
in the Pacific region. President Chun'’s




September 27, 1982

proposal is an important contribution
to the region’s thinking and planning
for the future. It should be given seri-
ous consideration by all the nations of
the Pacific basin.

Mr. President, I therefore, ask that
President Chun Doo Hwan's proposal
be printed in the RECORD.

The proposal follows:

PRESIDENT CHUN'S PLAN FOR PACIFIC
SuMMITS

The following is the text of the portion of
the President’s news conference on July 31
in which he described his plan for annual
Pacific summit meetings:

First, I believe the shortest way to over-
coming various restrictions, obstacles and
challenges lying in the way of the realiza-
tion of the Pacific age is the introduction of
a systematic consultative apparatus under
which top leaders of Pacific-rim countries
can meet periodically to discuss matters of
mutual concern and consult on ways and
means of mutual cooperation.

Needless to say, summit diplomacy is the
most effective way to solve most difficult
and urgent nation-to-nation problems.

Second, it is my hope that this consulta-
tive organ will, in principle, open its door to
all the countries in the region.

Third, I think that respect of sovereignty
and independence, reciprocity, equality and
noninterference in the internal matters of
other countries should be the basis of rela-
tions among the countries in the region. I
also think that hegemony by any country
should not be accepted and the organization
should not be politically tainted or become a
bloe.
Fourth, I feel that the question of explor-
ing the endless potential which the regional
countries have for multilateral development
and expansion of trade, reinforcement of
economic and technological cooperation
manpower development, expansion of com-
munications networks and increasing educa-
tional and cultural exchanges could be the
key concerns of the consultative organ.

Fifth, I believe firmly that cooperation be-
tween advanced countries and developing
nations and an increase in the cooperation
among developing countries in the region
will, if deepened, be able to set an example
:i:r solving the so-called South-North ques-

on.

The successful materialization of a Pacific
summit conference will require consent by
the countries in the region.e

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there further morning business? If
not, morning business is closed.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION
APPROPRIATIONS, 1983

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 12
noon having arrived, the Senate will
proceed to the consideration of H.R.
6968, which the clerk will state by
title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 6968) making appropriations
for military construction for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year ending

September 30, 1983, and for other purposes.
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The Senate proceeded to consider
the bill, which had been reported from
the Committee on Appropriations
with amendments.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the
managers of the bill are here. I yield
the floor so that they may proceed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time for debate on this bill is limited
to 1 hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by the Senator from
Nevada (Mr. LaxarT) and the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. SASSER) or their
designees with 30 minutes on any
amendment in the first degree, 20 min-
utes on any amendment in the second
degree, and with 10 minutes on any de-
batable motion, appeal, or point of
order.

The Senator from Nevada is recog-
nized.

Mr. LAXALT. Mr. President, I am
pleased to bring before the Senate,
H.R. 6968, the military construction
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1983.
This bill, as reported by the commit-
tee, has been carefully reviewed and
contains projects which we believe are
necessary and justified for improved
living and working conditions for our
military personnel, as well as for the
improved readiness posture so vital to
our national security.

The recommendation for appropria-
tions for military construction and
military family housing for fiscal year
1983 is $7,099,708,000.

This amount reflects a reduction
from the President’s request of $1.1
billion and an increase to the House
proposal of $99.5 million. It also
should be mentioned that both the
House approved bill and this bill
before us today contain less appropria-
tions than were approved in fiscal year
1982.

And for the record, the recommen-
dation is over $400 million below the
subcommittee’s allocation in budget
authority and approximately $10 mil-
lion below the outlay allocation.

Mr. President, the Department of
Defense used military construction as
one of the accounts in which reduc-
tions were made during the budget
compromise. The suggested reductions
have resulted in authorization reduc-
tions of nearly $800 million from the
President’s request. When this amount
is added to the nearly $300 million in
add-on projects recommended by the
House—all of which are unbudgeted
and presently not authorized for ap-
propriation—one can easilly see how
the committee was able to make such
a sizable reduction to the request.

Let me briefly discuss the reductions
to the President’s budget recommend-
ed by the committee.

In order to meet the subcommittee’'s
outlay allocation, the committee has
proposed making reductions which
would have the least effect on readi-
ness and operational requirements.
However, programs designed to sup-
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port quality of life items—particularly
housing—have been recommended for
funding.

As I mentioned earlier, the House in-
cluded nearly $300 million in add-ons
which were not a part of the Presi-
dent’s request. None of these projects
have been included in the bill now
before us. However, it should be noted
that while these projects have not
been authorized for direct appropria-
tion, it is the committee’s hope that
because of the continued good bidding
climate being experienced, many or all
of the projects can be accomplished
late in fiscal year 1983 using cost sav-
ings through the reprograming proc-
€58,
I want to assure my colleagues that
all of the projects added by the House
have been deferred without prejudice,
and each one will be considered during
our conference with the House.

The committee has also recommend-
ed reductions to the family housing
account. While all new construction is
recommended at the authorized level,
reductions have been made to the op-
erations and maintenance account. It
is this account which provides the
greatest precentage of outlays in the
military construction bill. I would like
to note that while the reductions are
recommended they are based on in-
creases to last year's appropriation.

Mr. President, the one other main
area of reductions is in what must be
considered what we classified as “nice
to have” facilities. The committee rec-
ommendation defers without prejudice
gymnasiums, chapels, and religious
centers, child care centers, family serv-
ice centers, recreation and education
facilities, and Defense schools. Please
note that each of the projects deferred
is included in the House bill and will
be considered during our conference.
The projects deferred have resulted in
saving of approximately $87 million.

Mr. President, the committee has
made all of the recommended reduc-
tions without prejudice to the individ-
ual projects. Most of them are justi-
fied and provide our military person-
nel with needed facilities. It should be
noted, however, that this body voted
earlier this session to deny authoriza-
tion for these projects and many more.
It is the committee’s intention to fund
as many projects as possible which can
be agreed to in conference.

Now, Mr. President, let me highlight
a few of the more positive aspects of
the bill:

Funding in the amount of $335.2
million has been included for facilities
to support the rapid deployment force
in the Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean
area of the world. Part of this
amount—$178.6 million—is for the ini-
tial construction at Ras Banas, Egypt.
The committee and the Senate have
continually gone on record in support
of the Egyptian facilities. Secretary
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Weinberger has also sent me a letter
to let me know of the administration’s
strong desire to proceed with the proj-
ect. The Senate conferees will work
diligently on this item during confer-
ence.

There is more than $2 billion for
projects throughout Europe which will
greatly improve the living and working
conditions of our military personnel;
$85 million is included for facilities to
support the ground launched cruise
missile.

Facilities for testing and mainte-
nance on the MX missile are included
at $36.7 million. These projects are in
no way related to site-specific facilities
concerned with the basing mode.

Mr. President, I want my colleagues
to clearly understand, because they
are intensely interested in this very
controversial project, we made no de-
termination in connection with site-
specific facilities concerned with the
basing mode at this time, pending the
recommendation by Mr. Weinberger to
the President, and as I understand the
schedule, a determination by the
President before December 1 of this

year.

Also included in the bill is $67.7 mil-
lion for phase 1 construction of the
Consolidated Space Operations Center
in Colorado a matter of intense impor-
tance also in this Chamber. The com-
mittee supports this vital project
which will provide facilities to support
satellite and Shuttle operations. The
committee has included extensive
report language on this project with

regard to the land title, additional
land requirements, and the computers
to be included in the facility which

are, for the record, not funded
through this bill. I would like to clari-
fy for the record the intent of the
committee of this project. The com-
mittee has asked the Air Force to
obtain a fee simple title for the prop-
erty in question.

We are not locked into fee simple as
such. What we want under Colorado
law is the best title we can have for
commercial purposes. Whether pure
fee simple is going to come down in
view of the fact we have Colorado
owning title to the property under the
provision of their constitution, I do
not know; but, very simply said, we
have indicated that the Air Force, the
people involved, should want the best
possible title to be authorized under
Colorado law.

This title should, if possible, be ob-
tained while initial construction pro-
ceed. It is the committee’s understand-
ing, however, that under Colorado law
the fee simple procedure may not be
feasible and could end up being costly
to the Federal Government. While the
committee believes that the fee simple
would be the clearest title, it is not our
intention to sidetrack the project over
the title. The Air Force has been di-
rected to report back to the committee
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not later than December 1 of this year
on all land issues regarding the
project. At that time, the committee
will certainly be open to the proposals
which are deemed most appropriate
for this situation. The committee has
learned of the cooperation being ex-
tended by the Colorado State Land
Board on this issue, and hopes that
the Air Force takes full advantage of
the opportunity to obtain the neces-
sary land in the clearest tiile possible.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter I received this morn-
ing from the Under Secretary of the
Air Force be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE,
OFFICcE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., September 27, 1982.
Hon. PAUL LAXALT,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEeArR SENATOR Laxart: In the absence of
Secretary Orr, I would like to state my un-
derstanding of your discussion with him on
the land issue for the Consolidated Space
Operations Center (CSOC), and of the lan-
guage on this subject contained in your
report on the fiscal year 1983 MILCON Ap-
propriations Bill. Your desire is that we
obtain fee title of a section of land offered
by the State of Colorado, and evaluate care-
fully the possibility of acquiring additional
land surrounding the site. These actions,
however, are not to impede construction.

We will proceed immediately and acquire
the right-of-way in perpetuity from the
State of Colorado, which has the approval
of our counsel and the Attorney General, as
the initial basis for construction. Concur-
rently, we will open negotiations with the
state to acquire fee title. We will also evalu-
ate, both from an Air Force perspective and
in conjunction with the State of Colorado,
the possible acquisition of three adjacent
sections of state-owned land and other adja-
cent land, and will report to you as request-
ed by December 1, 1882, We would plan to
seek authorization and appropriation in
fiscal year 1984 for any additional funding
required for title acquisition.

I trust that my understanding and the ac-
tions outlined are in keeping with the intent
of the committee’s direction. The Air Force,
as always, is appreciative of the continuing
support of your committee.

Sincerely,
E. C. ALDRIDGE, JT.

Mr. LAXALT. Mr. President, this
letter explains the Air Force position
on the language concerning the Con-
solidated Space Operations Center.

Mr. President, the military construc-
tion bill is relatively small in total dol-
lars, but is comprised of over 1,500 in-
dividual line items. I sincerely believe
that the recommendation before the
Senate today supports the most vital
military construction projects that are
so directly involved with our day-to-
day national defense operations. The
reductions made in this bill are not
pleasant to all of our Members; howev-
er, I believe that the support of the

Senate for this bill will make people
aware that this body wants to reduce
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spending and that a defense bill is
taking its fair share.

Mr. President, I seek the support of
my colleagues in passing this bill as re-
ported.

Mr. President, that concludes my
formal opening remarks.

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous
consent that the committee amend-
ments be agreed to en bloc, and that
the bill as thus amended be regarded
for the purpose of amendments as
original text, provided that no point of
order shall be considered to have been
waived by agreeing to this request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments agreed to en bloc
are as follows:

On page 2, line 7, strike “$941,570,000",
and insert “$982,810,000";

On page 2, line 9, strike “$137,900,000",
and insert *'$145,240,000";

On page 2, line 15, strike *“: And"”, through
and including the end of line 18;

On page 2, line 25, strike “'$1,120,813,000",
and insert “$1,047,040,000";

On page 3, line 3, strike “$110,000,000",
and insert “$111,792,000";

On page 3, line 13, strike *'$1,420,825,000",
and insert “$1,657,457,000";

On page 3, line 16, strike “$102,453,000",
and insert “$147,453,000";

On page 4, line 3, strike *“$289,145,000",
and insert “'$305,143,000";

On page 4, line 17, strike '“$10,000,000",
and insert *$19,000,000";

On page 5, line 186, strike ‘‘$54,958,000",
and insert **$51,100,000";

On page 5, line 24, strike *'$127,900,000",
and insert “$106,800,000";

On page 6, line 6, strike “$41,800,000", and
insert “$42,800,000";

On page 7, line 4, strike “$146,781,000",
and insert “$117,611,000";

On page 7, line 5, strike *'$864,645,000",
and insert ““$834,245,000",

On page T, line 6, strike “$1,054,610,000",
and insert “'$995,040,000";

On page 7, line 16, strike “$104,091,000",
and insert “$98,921,000"";

On page 7, line 18, strike “$741,400,000",
and insert “$736,230,000";

On page 8, line 3, strike *“$143,004,000",
and insert “$110,904,000"";

On page 8, line 5, strike *“$929,271,000",
and insert “$897,171,000";

On page 8, line 16, strike “$433,000", and
insert “$593,000";

On page 8, line 17, strike ““$14,233,000",
and insert “$14,393,000";

On page 10, strike line 24, through and in-
cluding page 11, line 2;

On page 11, line 3, strike 110", and insert
“109",

On page 11, line 9, strike “111”, and insert
“110";

On page 11, line 14, strike “112", and
insert “111";

On page 11, strike line 20, through and in-
cluding line 24;

On page 12, line 1, strike “114"”, and insert
*112";

l?;lupnge 12, line 5, strike 115", and insert

On page 12, line 12, strike “116", and
insert “114";

On page 12,
insert “115";

On page 13, line 6, strike “118", and insert
“116";

line 19, strike “117", and
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On page 13, after line 15 insert the follow-

B:

8Sec. 117. Pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2394 and
section 201 of the Military Construction Au-
thorization Act, 1983, the Navy is author-
ized (a) to construct and operate a refuse de-
rived fuel-fired electric power generating
plant and (b) to contract for fuel supplies at
the Norfolk Naval Ship Yard (NNSY). Any
electric power and fuel supplies produced in
excess of the needs of the Navy may be sold:
Provided, however, That any proceeds from
such sales, adjusted for costs related there-
to, shall be credited to the Treasury as mis-
cellaneous receipts.

Sec. 118, None of the funds appropriated
in this Act may be obligated or expended in
any way for the express purpose of the sale,
lease, or rental of any portion of land cur-
rently identified as Fort DeRussy, Honolu-
lu, Hawaii.

Mr. LAXALT. Mr. President, at this
time, I would like to express my
thanks to the distinguished Senator
from Hawaii, Mr. INouye, who is
acting for the ranking minority
Member, Mr. Sassgr, during consider-
ation of this bill. As always, the sup-
port from the members on the other
side of the aisle for this bill continues
to be strong. I would like to say that
since I became chairman and even
prior—that the members of the sub-
committee work in the true spirit of
cooperation.

Mr. President, we have had many
difficult decisions in connection with
this piece of legislation. The coopera-
tion I have enjoyed with Mr. SASSER
and other Members on the other side
of the aisle has been excellent.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Hawaii for any comments which
he may wish to make on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish
to thank the chairman of the subcom-
mittee for his very generous remarks.
As noted by the chairman, the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. Sasser), the
ranking member of the subcommittee,
is away on official business and, re-
grettably, cannot be with us. However,
I have been asked to present to the
Senate remarks which were prepared
by him earlier.

(By request of Mr. INoUYE, the fol-
lowing statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD:)
® Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I am
delighted to join with my colleague
from Nevada in urging quick passage
of this $7.1 billion military construc-
tion appropriations bill for fiscal year
1983. Clearly our subcommittee and
the full Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee have kept the bill within the
limits set by the President’s budget
and by the first budget resolution.

The budget authority recommended
in the bill as reported is $1.1 billion
less than the President requested and
$400 million below the subcommittee’s
allocation under the budget resolu-
tion. In fact the bill contains $16.3 mil-
lion less in budget authority than we
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provided in the current fiscal year.
Furthermore the bill more than meets
the outlay targets set for the military
Construction Subcommittee by its
budget resolution allocation.

At the same time, Mr. President, I
believe we have to be careful not to
make crippling cuts in the military
construction budget in our search for
a reduced deficit. Although reductions
in these programs may have a relative-
ly modest immediate effect they can
have serious long-term consequences
because this bill provides for the infra-
structure that is vital to a strong mili-
tary presence—the dock facilities that
are essential for naval operations, the
runways and hangars that our Air
Force cannot do without, and the
housing that is a significant factor in
the morale of our military personnel.

With regard to this last item, I am
glad to be able to tell my colleagues
that your committee has funded all
authorized housing projects although
it has had to defer funding for related
projects such as gymnasiums, child
care centers, and Department of De-
fense schools.

In summary, Mr. President, I wish
we had been able to make a bigger
dent in the backlog of military con-
struction projects but this clearly is a
sound bill given the difficult budget
targets we have to meet to get Federal
spending under control. I look forward
to the day when a stronger economy
and the elimination of waste in the
Federal budget make it possible to do
more.o®

Mr. MATTINGLY. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the legislation and
urge my colleagues to vote for the
military construction bill that has
been reported to the Senate by the
Appropriations Committee and the
Siubcommlttee on Military Construc-
tion.

As a member of that subcommittee,
I am well aware of the difficult choices
that had to be made in insuring that
the bill met the vital needs of our de-
fense facilities while not exceeding the
spending limits that had been estab-
lished by the budget resolution and
the appropriations committee alloca-
tions.

The distinguished chairman of the
subcommittee, Senator LaxaLT de-
serves the credit for reporting a bill
that I believe should be supported by
all who recognize the nead for a strong
defense while remaining acutely aware
of the need for budgetary restraint.

The bill as reported to the Senate is
more than $1 billion under the budget
request for fiscal year 1283 and is $16
million under the 1982 appropriation
for military construction activities.

In order to achieve these necessary
budgetary reductions, many worth-
while projects were unable to be
funded, including several in my home
State. These difficult decisions, while
disappointing, were necessary in order

25249

for the bill to meet the military con-
struction needs of our Defense Estab-
lishment while at the same time stay-
ing within the spending levels that
had been established.

The chairman of the subcommittee
has responded to this difficult assign-
ment by reporting a bill that will
strengthen our defense posture with-
out busting our budget.

The decisions made on facilities ex-
pansion efforts in the Persian Gulf/
Indian Ocean; on MX missile program
construction; on the NATO infrastruc-
ture program and on the other many,
major items considered by the subcom-
mittee can all be reccommended to my
colleagues.

I would also like to thank the staff
director of the Military Construction
Subcommittee Mr. Richard Pierce for
all of his valuable assistance in prepar-
ing the legislation.

I urge adoption of the legislation.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, H.R.
6968 as reported by the Appropria-
tions Committee provides for $7.1 bil-
lion in new budget authority and $2.1
billion in cutlays.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table showing the relation-
ship of the reported bill to the con-
gressional budget and the President’s
budget request be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION SUBCOMMITTEE SPENDING
TOTALS

[in billions of doflars]

1

1l
15
10
82
04
0.
L

A o
1 -03

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I had
considered introducing an amendment
to the bill restoring appropriations in
the amount of $3.3 million for the con-
struction of a new gymnasium at
Chanute Air Force Base, in Rantoul,
Ill. This project was included in the
administration's fiscal year 1983 re-
quest, and appropriations in this
amount have been authorized in the
conference report of S. 2586, the fiscal
year 1983 MILCON authorization bill.

The gymnasium currently in use at
Chanute is a wooden building that was
built as a temporary structure at the
beginning of World War II. Chanute is
authorized, based on current military
strength, gymnasium facilities total-
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ling 75,000 square feet of adequate
space, but the old gym provides only
26,052 square feet of adequate space.
The population of Chanute is younger
than that found at most military in-
stallations because of the large
number of students attending its vari-
ous technical training schools. This
fact, coupled with weather conditions
which are frequently not suitable for
outdoor recreation, has created a pri-
ority need for a new indoor physical
conditioning facility. Unfortunately,
the threatened closure of Chanute in
1978-79 put a cloud over new MILCON
projects at the facility, and long over-
due construction needs, such as the
new gymnasium, were repeatedly de-
ferred.

With this background in mind, I was
especially disappointed that the Ap-
propriations Committee deemed it nec-
essary to defer funding for this proj-
ect. I recognize that the committee de-
ferred funding for all military gymna-
siums, but I firmly believe that the
MILCON backlog at Chanute is a spe-
cial case requiring exceptional treat-
ment.

For this reason, I was heartened by
the distinguished Senator from Nevad-
a's remarks that the deferral of fund-
ing for gymnasiums was without prej-
udice and that he hoped that many of
these projects could be restored in
conference. With this assurance, I will
not introduce an amendment pertain-
ing to Chanute.

Mr. LAXALT. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois for his
understanding on this important proj-
ect. As the Senator has stated, the
committee deferred without prejudice
all gyms, as well as several other types
of projects, as I mentioned in my re-
marks on the bill.

While the committee has continual-
ly supported these types of facilities, it
was necessary, due to budgetary con-
straints, to make reductions in the bill
to meet our allocations under the
Budget Act.

I would like to assure the Senator
that the conferees will work to include
as many of the deferred projects as
possible when we meet with the House
on this bill. It is certainly not the
intent of the committee to deprive our
military personnel of facilities such as
this gym at Chanute Air Force Base.
And I will remember my distinguished
colleague’s interest and understanding
on this matter when our conferees
consider the bill.

Mr. PERCY. I thank the Senator for
his remarks.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President,
the legislation before us paves the way
for the Air Force to assume command
for the United States in space.

The committee has approved the
full $67.7 million requested by the Air
Force for construction of the Consoli-
dated Space Operations Center near
Peterson Field in Colorado, and has
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lifted the freeze that heretofore has
prevented design work for CSOC from
proceeding to completion. But now the
way is clear for the United States to
overtake the Soviet Union in the race
for preeminence in the last and great-
est frontier—space.

I understand the committee still has
some questions about the CSOC proj-
ect. But these questions do not threat-
en the CSOC project or its location in
Colorado Springs. Rather, these are
the sort of questions that strong sup-
porters of the CSOC project, as 1
know Senator LAaxaALT and other mem-
bers of the Military Construction Sub-
committee are, might arise.

The distinguished chairman has
made it clear that work on the CSOC
project may go forward while the Air
Force work out mutually satisfactory
answers to these questions. The Air
Force is pleased with the result. The
country will benefit from the commit-
tee’s hard work. I wish to express my
congratulations to Senator LaxaLT and
to the other members of the Military
Construction Subcommittee for their
hard work and their strong support
for the CSOC project and America's
role in space.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I would
like to comment briefly on an amend-
ment which is part of the military con-
struction appropriations bill. As many
of my colleagues know, earlier this
year Secretary Weinberger indicated
his willingness to sell a portion of Fort
DeRussy in Hawaii to help reduce the
national debt. This parcel of 17 acres,
a portion of the T2-acre parcel which
comprises Fort DeRussy, also ap-
peared on a list which the Department
submitted to the Property Review
Board as excess to its needs. Although
this is only a portion of the Presi-
dent’s property disposal program, it is
an important symbol of our need to
sell lands we simply do not need in
order to relieve some of the tremen-
gogs burden of our $1 trillion national

ebt.

Today’s military construction appro-
priations bill contains an amendment,
introduced by Senator INnouye, which
stipulated that:

None of the funds appropriated in this act
may be obligated or expended in any way
for the express purpose of the sale, lease, or
rental of any portion of land currently iden-
tified as Fort DeRussy in Honolulu, Hawalii.

According to the General Counsel’s
Office at the Department of Defense
and the Senate Legislative Counsel,
this amendment would be legally inef-
fective. Because funds for the sale of
Fort DeRussy would not come from
military construction appropriations,
but from operations and maintenance
accounts, the Department would still
have the legal authority to sell the
property.

Therefore, I have no objections to
this amendment. However, I would
like to reiterate my support for the
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President’s property sales initiative,
and to urge my colleagues in the
Senate to do the same., We are faced
with a situation now where we are
losing billions of dollars each year in
opportunity costs because we are hold-
ing onto Federal properties which we
simply do not need. In view of the tre-
mendous economic difficulties we are
facing as a nation, we must not allow
this situation to continue.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish
the REcorp to note that this measure
of great magnitude and importance is
before us on a unanimous vote. Every
member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee voted in favor of its adoption
and passage.

It should also be noted that, as of
this moment, no Member of the U.S.
Senate has indicated any desire to
amend any portion of this measure. I
think it speaks very highly of the lead-
ership shown by the Senator from
Nevada and I commend him.

Mr. LAXALT. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I think due credit
should be given, as is very often the
case in this Chamber, to some excel-
lent staff work. We had any number of
problems in connection with this bill
and the fact that we stand before you
today, as the distinguished Senator
from Hawsaii has indicated, by unani-
mous consent of the committee and no
request for amendments, I think
speaks to the excellence of the staff
work. I wish to commend Rick Pierce
of my staff and several others—from
Members staffs—who have worked so
hard and long.

Mr. President, I do not think we
have any amendments or any further
comments. I think we can proceed to
final passage. Third reading is request-
ed.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LAXALT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LAXALT. Mr. President, if there
are no other problems, we can proceed
now to final passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill is open to further amendment. If
there be no further amendment to be
proposed, the question is on the en-
grossment of the amendments and the
third reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a
third time.

The bill was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all
time yielded back?

Mr,

. LAXALT. All time is yielded
back on our side.
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Mr. INOUYE. All time is yielded
back on our side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill having been read the third time,
the question is, Shall it pass?

The bill (H.R. 6968) was passed.

Mr. LAXALT. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
bill was passed.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LAXALT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Secretary
of the Senate be authorized to make
clerical and technical corrections in
the engrossment of the Senate amend-
ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LAXALT, Mr. President, I move
the Senate insist upon its amendments
and request a conference with the
House of Representatives.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

DEBT COLLECTION ACT OF 1982

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will
now proceed to the consideration of
H.R. 4613, which the clerk will state
by title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 4613) to increase the efficien-
cy of Government-wide efforts to collect
debts owed the United States and to provide
additional procedures for the collection of
debts owed the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time on this bill is limited to 30 min-
utes to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the Senator from Illinois
and the Senator from Hawaii or their
designees, with the only amendment
to be in order to be an amendment to
substitute S. 1249 as reported on H.R.
4613.

The Senate proceeded to consider
the bill.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I have
talked to Senator DoLE, the chairman
of the Finance Committee, and both
he and I have agreed that a rollcall
vote would be desirable. I understand
there is a request from the minority
for a rollecall vote. It is my understand-
ing that such a rollcall would occur at
2 p.m. on tomorrow. Mr. President, at
this time I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct. Is there a sufficient
second? There is a sufficient second.
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The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, as speci-
fied in the unanimous-consent agree-
ment on H.R. 4613, the Debt Collec-
tion Act of 1982, I am offering one
amendment which would substitute S.
1249 as amended for the House bill. S.
1249 is the Senate version of H.R. 4613
which incorporates the four provisions
of the House bill and expands upon it
to include several other key reforms to
the Federal Government’s debt collec-
tion efforts. The substitute bill, S.
1249, was reported out of the Senate
Governmental Affairs and Finance
Committees unanimously last year,
and several of its provisions have been
acted on favorably in the House.
Today we have the opportunity to pull
all of the pieces of this legislative
package together by approving this
amendment to H.R. 4613 and sending
the bill to conference.

I would like to take this opportunity
to thank Senator DoLE for his tremen-
dous assistance in moving this bill
through the Finance Committee. Also,
I am indebted to Senztor RotH for his
help as chairman of the Governmental
Affairs Committee, his deep interest,
and his dedication to the principle of
good government.

In addition, I thank the 36 Senators
who have given their support as co-
sponsors to the debt collection legisla-
tion. Most of all, I congratulate Presi-
dent Reagan and his able Budget Di-
rector, David Stockman, for giving
their full support to this legislative
effort. Their commitment to cleaning
up this most costly area of Govern-
ment waste is a sure sign of their dedi-
cation to the interests of the taxpay-
ers of the country.

This legislation addresses the most
appalling examples of waste and mis-
management of Government funds I
have encountered in my 16 years in
the U.S. Senate. It was nearly 2 years
ago that Senator Sasser and I held
the first hearings in the governmental
Affairs Committee on the Govern-
ment’s debt collection problems. At
that time, we discovered that $25 bil-
lion owed the Federal Government
was delinquent. Since 1980, delinquent
debts have grown to a staggering $40
billion, according to the latest OMB
estimates. These delinquent debts con-
sist of $14 billion in defaulted govern-
ment loans, $3 billion in overpayments
to beneficiaries of Government pro-
grams, and $23 billion in delinquent
taxes. For those of us who have lost
sight of how much $40 billion is, it
represents over $400 for each taxpayer
in this country.

The consequences of these substan-
tial losses are both serious and wide
ranging. The financial burden of delin-
quent debt increases the cost of Gov-
ernment. For example, assuming a 15
percent interest rate, the Government
is paying over $15 million each day of
the week for interest—interest alone—
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on these uncollected debts. Also, when
these loans are not repaid on time,
funds for new loans will not be avail-
able for those who need them. But
most important, these uncollected
debts contribute to a loss of confi-
dence in the Government and its pro-
grams by the taxpayers. If we do not
crack down on those defaulting on a
Government loan, how can we justify
asking our honest constitutents to
make sacrifices to cut Federal spend-
ing?

One of most discouraging aspects of
this, Mr. President, was the pattern of
default developed by young people on
our campuses. I do not know how it all
started, but possibly, some students
began to feel that this was not a real
loan, the paper they had signed did
not really mean they had to pay it
back, that was, after all, the Govern-
ment and there were other students
who got scholorships. This was just
another form of scholarship, maybe. I
do not know how they rationalized it
but it began a pattern of default that
reached alarming proportions. It got
to a point where students would notify
and advise each other as to how they
could get out of these loans.

They discovered, for example, that if
a student received three notifications
and did not answer them or they just
sent back an “address unknown" or
changed address and did not leave a
forwarding address, it would go in the
dead-letter filee They would be
dropped from the rolls and it would
not be discovered; whereas, if they de-
faulted on any other bill, a credit
bureau would be notified and they had
better not have a bad credit rating.
They knew what the bad credit rating
would be. If they defaulted on their
student loans, no credit bureau was
ever notified. If they did not honor,
say, a credit card bill for a suit of
clothes and they were notified, that
business would turn it over to a collec-
tion agency. They would get a very
persistent collector; no matter where
they went, he would find them and
they had better pay these bills.

But the Government, on the money
that was provided to them to get their
education, seemed to be the least ag-
gressive, the most uninterested, and
gradually, this pattern developed so
that the alarming rate of student
loans in default reached unacceptable
levels.

Certainly, I shall never forget when
we had six medical schools, including
Harvard and Howard, from various
ranges because the medical profession
generally is well paid. I believe the av-
erage salary for a physician today
throughout the country runs around
$83,000. So it is not a question of in-
ability to pay, particularly when we,
by going through the records, discov-
ered that many doctors long since
graduated were in serious default on
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their student loans, but had an other-
wise absolutely unblemished -credit
rating in their community. They
would pay their country club bills,
they would pay for their automobiles,
they would pay for their vacations
abroad. They had to. But they just
had never bothered to pay the Gov-
ernment back.

Another area that was of great diffi-
culty was the employees hired by the
Federal Government, with high de-
grees, some of them with masters and
Ph. D. degrees, who never would have
received that employment if they had
not had that student loan. Some of
them were even in the Department of
Education, earning $50,000 a year with
a Ph. D., but had never paid back their
student loan.

1 shall reference a few of these cases,
perhaps, later in my comments, but as
we worked on this, we saw that it was
yvet another example of Government
inefficiency. So inefficient was the
system thai exists right now, that a
student or an individual couid borrow
money from, say, one lending program
of the Federal Government, default on
that, and have no difficulty borrowing
money from another Federal program
or another Federal agency. It could be
as many as five or six in a row. Each
Federal agency would not know there
had been a default. But if anyone tried
to borrow money in the town that
they lived in and they had defaulted
on a private debt in that same town,
probably the credit bureau would have
reported it to the other independent
businesses and that person knows he
could not get such a loan.

I think it is high time these debtors
get the message that their loans from
Uncle Sam are not gifts. In the private
sector, as I said, when you are in de-
fault on a loan, you know you are
going to get a letter or a phone call
right away.

If you get a little farther behind, a
collection agency is going to be con-
tacting you. If that does not do it, you
may very well have a subpena in your
mail box. These Government debtors
have got to know that if they do not
pay the Government on time for their
loans, they will face the same conse-
quences as they do if they do not pay
their mortgage. If there is one mes-
sage that comes out loud and clear
after my 2 years of investigation into
the management of Government loan
programs, it is that this simply is not
the case in Government.

There are two reasons for this sorry
state of affairs. First, until recently,
the emphasis in the Federal bureauc-
racy has been to get these loans out
the door as quickly as possible, with
little regard for collecting it once it be-
comes due. But also, the Federal Gov-

ernment has lacked the most basic col-
lection tools available to the smallest

bank or retailer in this country—this
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in spite of the fact that Uncle Sam is
the world’s biggest lender.

This administration has made tre-
mendous strides in putting a new em-
phasis on debt collection in Federal
loan programs. In some programs, col-
lections have increased dramatically as
a result of this effort. However, ad-
ministrative changes are not enough.
Legislation is needed.

When the administration first
became interested in the subject,
which, I understand, was a result of
the hearings we had held, and the leg-
islation we had put in, we encouraged
the administration to move ahead
using every bit of authority that it
had in the executive branch of Gov-
ernment.

They have affirmed that although
they have issued every order and di-
rective they could, they still need leg-
islation to back them up, to support
them and give additional powers that
they do not now have.

The substitute to HR. 4613 I am
proposing will bring about 10 reforms
which will put some teeth into Federal
collection efforts.

Allow referral of delinquernt debtor
information to credit bureaus while
providing those debtors the same pro-
tections now afforded in the private
sector.

It will require individuals to supply
their social security number when ap-
plying for Government loans.

Can you imagine a bank loaning
money to someone and not asking for
their social security number? The Fed-
eral Government is not allowed to ask
for your social security number. This
will be changed by this legislation.

It will permit Federal employee sala-
ries to be offset where they have de-
faulted on a Government debt, while
providing strict due process standards.

It will give agencies the authority to
screen credit applicants for delinquent
taxes before extending Government
loans.

It will allow mailing addresses ob-
tained from the Internal Revenue
Service on delinquent debtors to be
provided to p—vate contractors for
debt collection purposes.

It will clarify that administrative
setoff of delinquent debts owed the
Government exists beyond the 6-year
statute of limitations.

It will assess interest on debts owed
the Government and penalties on de-
linquent debts.

It will permit Federal agencies,
except the Internal Revenue Service,
to contract with private collection
agencies for collection services.

It will make it a Federal penalty to
assault Federal employees collecting
Government debts.

Finally, it will require agencies to
report to Congress on delinquencies
and debt collection activities.

Mr. President, these measures will
give the Government the tools it needs

September 27, 1982

to collect these debts, while safeguard-
ing the legitimate rights of privacy
and due process of debtors. President
Reagan’s budget has projected that
improved debt collection in the Feder-
al Government, facilitated in large
part by this bill, will save taxpayers
$20 billion over the next 5 years. This
is $20 billion that can be used to
reduce our deficit without cutting
deeper into social programs or forcing
a tax increase.

In bringing this bill to the Senate
floor, great care has been taken to
work closely with the House commit-
tees that have jurisdiction over S.
1249. Several changes have been incor-
porated in the substitute bill I am pre-
senting, to reflect the concerns and
suggestions of the House Ways and
Means, Judiciary, and Government
Operations Committees. I am very
grateful to the many House Members
who have worked with us on this bill.
If this bill is passed by the Senate, I
am confident that we can reach agree-
ment in conference on the bill this
week and bring it back for final pas-
sage before the October recess. Every
day we lose before passage by both
Houses costs the taxpayers of this
country a great deal of money.

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. PERCY. I will be happy to yield
to my distinguished colleague who so
ably handled this bill in the Finance
Committee as its chairman.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I will just
take a minute or two, but I want first
to thank the distinguished Senator
from Illinois for his initiative in this
measure and his persistence because I
think it is, as I have heard him indi-
cate in just the past few minutes, very
important legislation.

It has been a matter that we have
had concurrent jurisdiction over in the
Senate Finance Committee.

Studies conducted by the General
Accounting Office and by the Debt
Collection Project of the Office of
Management and Budget revealed,
that as of September 30, 1979, the
Federal Government was owed a total
of approximately $175 billion, consist-
ing of $165 billion of debt reported to
the Treasury plus $10 billion of other
debt. Of the total $175 billion that was
owed the Federal Government, ap-
proximately $46.9 billion was due for
repayment. It was estimated that over
half the amount that was due for re-
payment, $25.3 billion was delinquent.
In addition, it cost the Federal Gov-
ernment approximately $3 billion an-
nually in interest to carry these delin-
quent debts.

The problems which have contribut-
ed to this enormous amount of over-
due debt are extensive and exist
throughout the entire credit cycle—

from the initial screening of debtors to
ultimate collection. One of the over-

riding problems is that the informa-
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tion systems that we have today
cannot provide accurate and timely in-
formation on the amount of debt
owed, the amount due, and the condi-
tion of the debt in terms of delinquen-
cies and defaults. These problems are

addressed in S. 1249,

The tax-related provisions of S. 1249,
as amended, are: First, use of social se-
curity numbers; second, disclosure of
information by the Internal Revenue
Service for purposes of screening po-
tential debtors; and third, disclosure of
debtor identity information.

USE OF SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS

Currently, most Federal agencies are
prohibited from requiring social secu-
rity numbers on credit applications. As
a result, most zgencies are severely
hampered in their efforts to verify the
identity of applicants, review their
credit background for the amount of
debt exposure, and their general pay-
ment record. In addition, the absence
of applicants’ social security numbers
severely hampers agency efforts to
trace and locate delinquent debtors.

Under S. 1249, as amended, Federal
departments and agencies would re-
quire each individual who applies for
credit, financial assistance, or any pay-
ment that may result in an indebted-
ness to the United States or any Fed-
eral agency to furnish his social securi-
ty number. Any social security number
obtained in this manner could be used
only for purposes of verifying an ap-
plicant’s identity in connection with
credit management and debt collection
purposes undertaken pursuant to the
Federal Claims Act of 1966 or other
statutory authority.

DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION BY THE INTERNAL
REVENUE SERVICE FOR PURPOSES OF SCREEN-
ING INDIVIDUAL DEBTORS
Currently, the Internal Revenue

Service is prohibited from disclosing

returns and return information to

Federal agencies for purposes of

screening a potential loan applicant

for outstanding tax liabilities.

Under S. 1249, as amended, the IRS
would be permitted to disclose to an-
other Federal agency whether a Fed-
eral loan applicant has any outstand-
ing tax liability—or other liability
under the Internal Revenue Code.
This information can be disclosed only
upon written request from the Federal
agency, and is strictly limited to infor-
mation for the purposes of, and to the
extent necessary, in determining
whether a loan applicant has out-
standing tax liabilities.

DISCLOSURE OF DEBETOR IDENTITY INFORMATION
Currently, the IRS can release cer-

tain taxpayer identity information to
other governmental agencies for pur-
poses of assisting them in debt collec-
tion. However, the taxpayer identity
information cannot be further dis-
closed.

Under S. 1249, as amended, the head
of a Federal agency or his designee
could make a written request to the
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Secretary to provide IRS mailing ad-
dresses of taxpayers who are liable for
a Federal claim. However, under this
provision, the head of the Federal
agency requesting the IRS mailing ad-
dresses would be permitted to disclose
the IRS addresses to an agent for the
purpose of collecting or compromising
Federal claims. The information that
can be disclosed by the agency to the
agent is limited to the mailing address
of the taxpayer—for example, street
and street number, town or city, and
ZIP code. The agent would be subject
to many provisions which are intended
to safeguaid the IRS mailing address-
es and strictly limit the use of the IRS
mailing addresses.

I believe these provisions of S. 1249,
as amended, establish a necessary bal-
ance between the Federal Govern-
ment’s need to collect deliquent debts
efficiently by disclosing IRS mailing
addresses to the agents and the Feder-
al Government's obligation to taxpay-
ers to protect the confidentiality and
use of the IRS addresses disclosed to
its agents.

I hope al! of my colleagues will sup-
port me in passing this legislation.

The Senator from Illinois has set
forth in his statement a number of
reasons this legislation should be
passed, but I want to underscore the
broad bipartisan support this legisla-
tion enjoys in this time of fiseal,
maybe not c:isis, but problems. We are
in a recession. I think one way to ease
the burden on many of the agencies
and on the Congress itself as we look
for ways to reduce the size of Govern-
ment would be to make certain that
people who have been the benefici-
aries through loan programs repay
their obligations.

This legislation will make it easier
on the other taxpayers who have to
pay the interest on the national debt,
which is well over $100 billion a year.

Mr. President, again I commend the
distinguished Senator from Illinois.

I assume I am listed as a cosponsor
of this legislation; is that correct?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to add Senator
DOLE as a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PERCY. I thank my distin-
guished colleague.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 1289

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I call up
S. 1249, as amended, as a substitute for
H.R. 4613.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY)
proposes an unprinted amendment num-
bered 1299,

The amendment is as follows:

UP AMENDMENT 1299

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert the following:
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That this Act may be cited as the “Debt
Collection Act of 1982".

AMENDMENTS TO THE PRIVACY ACT

Sec. 2. (a) Section 552a(b) of title 5,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking out “or" at the end of para-
graph (10);

(2) by striking out the period at the end of
paragraph (11) and inserting in lieu thereof
*; or”; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(12) to a consumer reporting agency in
accordance with section 3(d) of the Federal
Claims Collection Act of 1966 (31 U.S.C.
952(d)).”.

(b) Section 552a(m) of such title is amend-

(1) by inserting “1” immediately after
“m"; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(2) A consumer reporting agency to
which a record is disclosed under section 3
(d) of the Federal Claims Collection Act of
1966 (31 U.S.C. 952(d)) shall not be consid-
ered a contractor for the purposes of this
section.”.

AMENDMENT TO THE FEDERAL CLAIMS
COLLECTION ACT OF 1966

Sec. 3. Section 3 of the Federal Claims
Collection Act of 1966 (31 U.S.C. 9852) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“¢d) (1) Whenever the head of an agency
attempts to collect a claim of the United
States under subsection (a) of this section,
or under any other statutory authority
except the Internal Revenue Code of 1954,
the head of the agency may disclose to a
consumer reporting agency information
from a system of records that an individual
is responsible for a claim if—

“(A) the notice for the system of records
required by section 552a(eX4) of title 5,
United States Code, indicates that informa-
tion in the system may be disclosed to a con-
sumer reporting agency,

“(B) the head of the agency has reviewed
the claim and determined that such claim is
valid and overdue;

“(C) the head of the agency has sent a
written notice to the individual informing
such individual—

“(1) that the payment of the claim is over-
due;

“(i1) that the agency intends to disclose to
a consumer reporting agency, within not
less than sixty days after sending such
notice, that the individual is responsible for
such claim;

“(ii1) of the specific information intended
to be disclosed to the consumer reporting
agency; and

“(iv) of the rights of such individual to a
full explanation of the claim, to dispute any
information in the records of the agency
concerning the claim, and to administrative
appeal or review with respect to the claim;

“(D) such individual has not—

“(1) repaid or agreed to repay such claim
under & repayment plan which is agreeable
to the head of the agency and is in a written
form signed by such individual; or

“(ii) filed for review of such claim under
paragraph (2) of this subsection;

‘“(E) the agency has established proce-
dures (i) for promptly disclosing, to each
consumer reporting agency to which the
original disclosure was made, any substan-
tial change in the status or amount of the
claim (ii) for promptly verifying or correct-
ing, as appropriate, information concerning
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the claim upon the request of any such con-
sumer reporting agency for verification of
any or all information so disclosed, and (iii)
for obtaining staisfactory assurances from
each such consumer reporting agency con-
cerning compliance by such consumer re-
porting agency with the Fair Credit Report-
ing Act (15 U.S.C 1681 et seq.) and any
other Federal law governing the provision
of consumer credit information; and

“(F) the information disclosed to the con-
sumer reporting agency is limited to (i) the
name, address, taxpayer identification
number, and other information necessary to
establish the identity of the individual, (i)
the amount, status, and history of the
claim, and (iii) the agency or program under
which the claim arose.

“(2) Prior to a disclosure to any consumer
reporting agency under paragraph (1) of
this subsection and at such other times as
may be permitted by law, the head of the
agency shall, upon request of any individual
alleged by the agency to be responsible for
the claim, provide for the review of the obli-
gation of such individual, including an op-
portunity for reconsideration of the initial
decision concerning the claim.

“(3) If an agency does not have a current
address for an individual for the purpose of
sending the notice required by paragraph
(1KC), the agency shall take reasonable
action to locate the individual prior to dis-
closing any information to a consumer re-
porting agency under paragraph (1).

“(4) For purposes of this subsection—

“({A) the term ‘consumer reporting agency’
means—

“{i) a consumer reporting agency within
the meaning of section 603(f) of the Fair
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681a(f)); or

“(ii) any person who, for monetary fees,
dues, or on a cooperative basis, regularly en-
gages in whole or in part in the practice of
(I) obtaining credit or other information on
consumers for the purpose of furnishing
such information to consumer reporting
agencies (as defined in clause (i) of this sub-
paragraph), or (II) serving as a marketing
agent under arrangements enabling third
parties to obtain such information from
such reporting agencies;

“(B) the term 'system of records’ has the
meaning given such term under section
552a(a)(5) of title 5, United States Code; and

“(C) the term ‘head of an agency' includes
a designee of the head of an agency.".

USE OF SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS

Sec. 4. (a) Executive departments and
agencies shall require each individual apply-
ing for credit, financial assistance, or pay-
ment which may result in an indebtedness
to the United States or any agency thereof
furnish the social security number of such
individual for the purposes described in sub-
section (b) of this section.

(b) Any social security number obtained
under subsection (a) of this section may be
used for verification of the identity of the
applicant in connection with credit manage-
ment and debt collection purposes under-
taken pursuant to the Federal Claims Col-
lection Act of 1966 (31 U.S.C. 951 et seq.) or
other statutory authority.

(¢) For purposes of this section—

(1) the term “Executive departmsnts” has
the meaning given such term und: = section
101 of title 5, United States Code; a.d

(2) the term “Executive agencies” has the
meaning given such term under section 105
of such title.
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SALARY OFFSET

Skc. 5. (a) Subsection (a) of section 5514 of
title 5, United States Code, is amended to
read as follows:

“(a)(1) When the head of an agency or his
designee determines that an employee,
member of the Armed Forces or Reserve of
the Armed Forces, is indebted to the United
States for debts to which the United States
is entitled to be repaid at the time of the de-
termination by the head of an agency or his
designee, or is notified of such a debt to the
head of another agency or his designee the
amount of indebtedness may by collected in
monthly installments, or at officially estab-
lished pay intervals, by deduction from the
current pay account of the individual. The
deductions may be made from basic pay,
special pay, incentive pay, retired pay, re-
tainer pay, or, in the case of an individual
not entitled to basic pay, other authorized
pay. The amount deducted for any period
may not exceed 15 percent of disposable
pay, except that a greater percentage may
be deducted upon the written consent of the
individual involved. If the individual retires
or resigns, or if his employment or period of
active duty otherwise ends, before collection
of the amount of the indebtedness is com-
pleted, deduction shall be made from subse-
quent payments of any nature due the indi-
vidual from the agency concerned.

“(2) Except as provided in paragraph (3)
of this subsection, prior to initiating any
proceedings under paragraph (1) of this sub-
section to collect any indebtedness of an in-
dividual, the head of the agency holding the
debt or his designee, shall provide the indi-
vidual with—

“(A) a minimum of 30 days written notice,
informing such individual of the nature and
amount of the indebtedness determined by
such agency to be due, the intention of the
agency to initiate proceedings to collect the
debt through deductions from pay, and an
explanation of the rights of the individual
under this subsection;

“(B) an opportunity to inspect and copy
Government records relating to the debt;

“(C) an opportunity to enter into a writ-
ten agreement with the agency, under terms
agreeable to the head of the agency or his
designee, to establish a schedule for the re-
payment of the debt; and

“(D) an opportunity for a hearing on the
determination of the agency concerning the
existence or the amount of the debt, and in
the case of an individual whose repayment
schedule is established other than by a writ-
ten agreement pursuant to subparagraph
(C), concerning the terms of the repayment
schedule.

A hearing, described in subparagraph (D),
shall be provided if the individual, on or
before the fifteenth day following receipt of
the notice described in subparagraph (A),
and in accordance with such procedures as
the head of the agency may prescribe, files
a petition requesting such a hearing. The
timely filing of a petition for hearing shall
stay the commencement of collection pro-
ceedings. A hearing under subparagraph (D)
may not be conducted by an individual
under the supervision or control of the head
of the agency, except that nothing in this
sentence shall be construed to prohibit the
appointment of an administrative law judge.
The hearing official shall issue a final deci-
sion at the earliest practicable date, but not
later than 60 days after the filing of the pe-
tition requesting the hearing.

*(3) The collection of any amount under
this section shall be in accordance with the
standards promulgated pursuant to the Fed-
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eral Claims Collection Act of 1966 (31 U.S.C.
951 et seq.) or in accordance with any other
statutory authority for the collection of
claims of the United States or any agency
thereof;

“(4) For purposes of this subsection—

“(A) ‘disposable pay' means that part of
pay of any individual remaining after the
deduction from those earnings of any
amounts required by law to be withheld;
and

“(B) ‘agency’ includes the United States
Postal Service and the Postal Rate Commis-
sion.”.

“(b) Section 5514(b) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by inserting (1)
immediately after “(b)" and by adding at
the end thereof the following new para-
graph:

“(2) For purposes of section 7117(a) of
this title, no regulation prescribed to carry
out subsection (a)}(2) of this section shall be
considered to be a Government-wide rule or
regulation.”.

“{e) The section heading of section 5514 of
title 5, United States Code, is amended to
read as follows:

*“§ 5514, Installment deduction for indebted-

ness to the United States”.

PROTECTION OF FEDERAL DEBT COLLECTORS

Sec. 6. Section 1114 of title 18, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking out “or" before “any attor-
ney”; and

(2) by inserting before “shall be punished”
a comma and ihe following: “or any officer
or employee of the United States or any
agency thereof designated to collect or com-
promise a Federal claim in accordance with
the Federal Claims Collection Act of 1966
(31 U.S.C. 951 et seq.) or other statutory au-
thority”.

SCREENING POTENTIAL DEBTORS

Sec. 7. (a) Section 6103 (1) (3) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to dis-
closure of returns and return information to
the Privacy Protection Study Commission)
is amended to read as follows:

“(3) Disclosure of certain return informa-
tion to Federal lending agencies.—

“(A) In cENERAL.—Upon written request,
the Secretary may disclose to officers and
employees of a Federal agency whether a
Federal loan applicant has an outstanding
liability for any tax, penalty, interest, fine,
forfeiture, or other imposition under this
title.

“(B) RESTRICTION ON DISCLOSURE.—The
Secretary shall disclose information under
subparagraph (A) only for purposes of, and
to the extent necessary in, determining
whether an applicant for a Federal loan has
outstanding liabilities, Information regard-
ing outstanding liabilities which are in dis-
pute shall not be disclosed under subpara-
graph (A).

“(C) PeEpERAL LOAN,—For purposes of this
paragraph, the term ‘Federal loan’ means a
loan of money by, or guaranteed or insured
by, the Federal Government or a Federal
agency.”.

(b) Section 6103 (p) of such Code (relating
to procedure and recordkeeping) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking out *or (1) (3) or (6)" in
paragraph (3) (C) (1) and inserting in lieu
thereof “or (1) (6)";

(2) by striking out “(1) (3), (6), or ()" in
paragraph (4) and inserting in lieu thereof
“(1)(8) or (M"; and

(3) by striking out *“(1), (1), (2), or (5), or
(o) (1), the commission described in (1}(3)"
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in paragraph (4)}(FXii) and inserting in lieu
thereof *“(1) (1), (2), (3), or (5), or (o) (1),".

DISCLOSURE TO AGENTS OF A FEDERAL AGENCY

Sec. 8. (a) Paragraph (2) of section 6103
(m) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
(relating to disclosure of taxpayer identify
information) is amended to read as follows:

“(2) Federal claims.—

“(A) In general.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), the Secretary may, upon
written request, disclose the mailing address
of a taxpayer for use by officers, employees,
or agents of a Federal agency for purposes
of locating such taxpayer to collect or com-
promise a Federal claim against the taxpay-
er in accordance with section 3 of the Feder-
al claims Collection Act of 1966 (31 U.S.C.
952).

“(B) Special rule for consumer reporting
agency.—In the case of an agent of a Feder-
al agency which is a consumer reporting
agency (within the meaning of section 603
(f) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15
U.S8.C. 1681a(f))), the mailing address of a
taxpayer may be disclosed to such agent
under subparagraph (A) only for the pur-
pose of allowing such agent to prepare a
commercial credit report on the taxpayer
for use by such Federal agency in accord-
ance with section 3 of the Federal Claims
Collection Act of 1966 (31 U.S.C. 952).".

(b)(1) Section 6103 (p) of such Code (relat-
ing to procedure and recordkeeping) (as
amended by section 7(b) of this Act) is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new paragraph:

“(9) Safeguards of certain mailing ad-
dresses.—Any Federal agency shall, as a con-
dition for receiving mailing addresses under
subsection (m)(2)—

“(A) establish and maintain, to the satis-
faction of the Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, a permanent system
of standardized records with respect to dis-
closures of such mailing addresses to the
agents of such agency;

“(B) ensure, to the satisfaction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget, that the mailing addresses are not
incorporated in the general records of
agents of such agency or otherwise used by
such agents for a purpose other than as pro-
vided by subsection (m)}2);

“(C) provide such other safeguards which
the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget determines to be necessary or
appropriate to protect the confidentiality of
mailing addresses disclosed to the agents of
such agency;

“(D) furnish a report to the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget after
the close of each calendar year which de-
scribes the procedures established and uti-
lized by such agency for ensuring the confi-
dentiality of mailing addresses disclosed to
the agents of such y; and

“(E) upon completion of use of the mail-
ing addresses, provide for the return of the
mailing addresses (along with any copiles
thereof) to the Secretary or provide a
method for making the mailing addresses
incapable of being disclosed in any
manner.”,

(2) Paragraph (5) of section 6103 (p) of
such Code is amended by striking out “this
subsection” and inserting in lieu thereof
“paragraphs (3) and (4) of this subsection”.

(e) (1) Section 7213 (a) (2) of such Code
(relating to unauthorized disclosure of in-
formation) is amended by striking out “or
(m) (4)" and inserting in lieu thereof “or
(m) (2) or (4)".

(2) Paragraph (3) of section 6103 (a) of
such Code (relating to confidentiality and
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disclosure of returns and return informa-
tion) is amended by striking out “(m) (4)
(B)” and inserting in lieu thereof “(m) (2) or
(m) (4) (B)".
STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS WITH RESPECT TO
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFSETS

Sec. 9. Section 2415 of title 28, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection:

“(i) The provisions of this section shall
not prevent the United States or an officer
or agency thereof from collecting any claim
of the United States by means of adminis-
trative offset, in accordance with section 5
of the Federal Claims Collection Act of
1966.".

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFSETS

Skc. 10. The Federal Claims Collection Act
of 1966 (31 U.S.C. 951 et seq.) is amended—
(1) by redesignating section 5 as section 6;

and

(2) by adding the following new section 5:

“Skec. 5. (a) The head of an agency or his
designee may, after attempting to collect a
claim from a person under section 3 (a) of
this Act, collect the claim by means of ad-
ministrative offset, except that no claim
under this Act that has been outstanding
for more than ten years may be collected by
means of administrative offset.

“(b) The head of an agency or his desig-
nee may not collect any claim by adminis-
trative offset authcrized by subsection (a)
unless the agency head has prescribed regu-
lations for the exercise of such administra-
tive offset, based on the best interests of the
United States, the likelihood of collecting a
claim by administrative cffset, and, with re-
spect to the collection of claims by means of
administrative offset after the six-year
pericd provided in section 2415 of title 28,
United States Code, has expired for bring-
ing an action on such a claim, the cost effec-
tiveness of leaving such claim unresolved for
more than six years.

“(¢) Prior to collecting any claim threough
administrative offset, the head of the
agency or his designee shall provide the
debtor with—

“(1) written notification of the nature and
amount of the claim, the intention of the
agency to collect the claim through adminis-
trative offset, and an explanation of the
rights of the debtor under this section;

“(2) an opportunity to inspect and copy
the records of the agency with respect to
the claim;

“(3) an opportunity for the review, within
the agency, of the determination of the
agency with respect to the claim; and

“(4) an opportunity to enter into a written
agreement with the head of the sgency or
his designee, for the repayment of the
amount of the claim.

“(d) The provisions of this section shall
not apply in any case in which a statute
either explicitly provides for or prohibits
the collection through administrative offset
of the claim or type of claim involved.

“(e) For purposes of this section—

“(1) the term ‘administrative offset’
means the withholding of money payable by
the United States to or held by the United
States on behalf of a person to satisfy a
de:t owed the United States by that person;
an

“(2) the term ‘person’ does not include
any agency of the United States, or of any
State or local government.”,

INTEREST AND PENALTY ON INDEBTEDNESS TO

THE UNITED STATES

Sec. 11. Section 3 of the Federal Claims

Collection Act of 1966 (31 U.S.C. 952) (as
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amended by section 3 of this Act) is further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(e) (1) Except as provided in paragraph
(3), the head of an agency or his designee
shall charge a minimum annual rate of in-
terest on outstanding debts on claims owed
by persons that is equal to the average in-
vestment rate for the Treasury tax and loan
accounts for the twelve-month period
ending on September 30 of each year,
rounded to the nearest whole per centum.
The Secretary of the Treasury or his desig-
nee shall publish such rate each year not
later than October 31 and such rate shall
become effective on the first day of the next
calendar quarter. The Secretary of the
Treasury may revise such rate quarterly if
the average investment rate for the twelve-
month period ending at the close of that
calendar quarter, rounded to the nearest
whole per centum, is greater or less than
the existing published rate by 2 per centum.
For purposes of this paragraph, ‘calendar
quarter’ means any three-month period be-
ginning on January 1, April 1, July 1, or Oc-
tober 1.

*(2) Except as provided in paragraph (3),
the head of an agency or his designee shall,
with respect to claims owed by persons—

“(A) assess charges to cover the costs of
processing and handling delinquent claims,
and

“(B) assess a penalty charge, not to exceed
6 per centum per annum, for failure to pay
any portion of a debt more than ninety days
past due,

“(3) Interest and charges under para-
graphs (1) and (2) shall not apply if an ap-
plicable statute, a regulation required by
statute, a loan agreement, or a contract
either prohibit the charging of interest or
charges, or explicitly fix interest or charges
that apply to claims involved. The head of
an agency or his designee may promulgate
regulations identifying circumstances appro-
priate to waive collection of interest and
charges in conformity with such standards
as may be promulgated jointly by the Attor-
ney General and the Comptroller General.
‘Waivers in accordance with such regulations
shall constitute compliance with the re-
quirements of paragraphs (1) and (2).

“(4) This subsection shall not apply to any
claim under a contract which is executed
before the effective date of this subsection
and which is in effect on that date.

“(5) Subject to paragraph (6), interest
under paragraph (1) shall accrue—

“(A) except as provided in subparagraph
(B), from the date on which notification of
the amount due on the claim is first mailed
to the debtor (using the most current ad-
dress of such debtor that is available to the
head of the agency or his designee); or

“(B) if such notification was first maliled
before the date of the enactment of the
Debt Collection Act of 1982, from the date
on which such notification is first mailed
after such date of enactment.

The rate of interest to be charged on a
claim under paragraph (1) shall be the rate
in effect on the date from which interest ac-
crues on the claim under subparagraph (A)
or (B), and shall remain fixed at that rate
for the duration of the indebtedness.

“(8) Interest under paragraph (1) shall
not be charged if the amount due on the
claim is paid within thirty days after the
date from which interest accrues under
paragraph (5). The head of an agency may
extend such thirty-day period.
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“(7) Interest under this subsection shall
not accrue on any charges assessed pursuant
to paragraph (2) of this subsection.

“(8) For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘person’ does not include any agency of
the United States or any State or local gov-
ernment.”

REPORT ON AGENCY DEBT COLLECTION
ACTIVITIES

Sec. 12. (a) The Director of the Office of
Management and Budget, in consultation
with the Secretary of the Treasury and
Comptroller General of the United States,
shall establish regulations requiring each
agency with outstanding debts to prepare
and transmit to the Director and the Secre-
tary of the Treasury at least once each year
a report which summarizes the status of
loans and accounts receivable managed by
each agency. The report shall contain infor-
mation regarding—

(1) the total amount of loans and accounts
receivable owed to the agency and when the
funds owed to the agency are due to be
repaid;

(2) the total amount of receivables and
number of claims that are at least thirty
days past due;

(3) the total amount written off as uncol-
lectable, actual, and allowed for;

(4) the rate of interest charged for over-
due debts and the amount of interest
charged and collected on debts;

(5) the total number of claims and total
amount collected;

(6) the number of claims and the total
amount of claims referred to the Depart-
ment of Justice for settlement and the
number of claims and the total amount of
claims settled by such Department;

(T) for each program or activity adminis-
tered by the agency, the information de-
scribed in clauses (1) through (6) of this
subsection; and

(8) such other information as the Director
finds necessary in order to determine
whether the agency is engaging in aggres-
sive action to collect the claims of the

agency.

(b) The Director shall analyze the reports
received by each agency under subsection
(a) and shall report annusally to the Con-
gress on the managment of agency debt col-
lection activities, including the information
provided to the Director under subsection
(a) above.

CONTRACTS FOR COLLECTION SERVICES

Sec. 13. (a) Section 3617 of the Revised
Statutes (31 U.S.C. 484) is amended by strik-
ing out “section 487" and inserting in lieu
thereof “sections 487 and 952 (g) (2)".

(b) Section 3 of the Federal Claims Collec-
tion Act of 1966 (31 U.S.C. 952) (as amended
by sections 3 and 11 of this Act) is further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsections:

“(f)(1) Notwithstanding the provisions of
any other law governing the collection of
claims owed the United States, except for
collections of unpaid or underpaid debts
under the Internal Revenue Code of 1954,
the head of an agency or his designee may
enter into a contract with any person or or-
ganization, under such terms and conditions
as the head of the agency or his designee
considers appropriate, for collection services
to recover indebtedness owed to the United
States. Any such contract shall include pro-
visions specifying that the head of the
agency or his designee retains the authority
to resolve disputes, compromise claims, ter-
minate collection action, and refer the
matter to the Attorney General to initiate
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legal action, and that the contractor shall
be subject to section 552a of title 5, United
States Code, to the extent provided in sub-
section (m) of that section, and shall be sub-
ject to Federal and State laws and regula-
tions pertaining to debt collection practices,
including the Fair Debt Collection Practices
Act (15 U.S.C. 1692 et seq.).

'(2) Notwithstanding section 3617 of the
Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 484), the head
of an agency or his designee may provide, as
part of a contract described in paragraph
(1), that appropriate fees charged by a con-
tractor to recover indebiedness owed to the
United States may be payable from the
amount collected by such contractor,

“(3) Any such contract shall be effective
only to such extent and in such amounts as
are provided in advance appropriation Acts.

“(g) For purposes of this Act, the term
‘claim’ includes amounts owing on account
of loans insured or guaranteed by the
United States and all other amounts due
the United States from fees, duties, leases,
rents, royalties, services, sales of real or per-
sonal property, overpayments, fines, penal-
ties, damages, interest, taxes, forfeitures,
and other sources.”

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, 1 ask
unanimous consent also that four arti-
cles on this bill be inserted in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the arti-
cles were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, Dec. 7, 19811

MaNY DocTors FAILING TO PAY STUDENT
Loans

WasHINGTON, December 6.—Many doctors
are failing to pay back the Government
loans that helped them through school, ac-
cording to Federal investigations.

A report by the staff of the Senate Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee cited a gradu-
ate of the University of Maryland medical
school. He had not missed & payment on his
$24,600 car loan, but his student loan was
listed as “uncollectable” for four years, put-
ting him in arrears for $2,529.

Aides to Senator Charles H, Perry, Repub-
lican of Illinois, a committee member, said
about 50,000 health professionals, including
5,716 doctors, were seriously delinguent in
paying their student loans, depleting by
more than $23 million the Government’s
money pool for providing long-term medical
school loans.

NURSES HAVE WORST RECORD

The overall delinquency rate was about
one-third of the 167,000 former medical and
health care students benefitting from the
program.

Computer searches by the Department of
Health and Human Services found that
nurses had the worst repayment record with
37,760 of about 88,000 with loans being in
arrears by $14.2 million; 5,716 of the 36,179
doctors with loans in default for $4.4 mil-
lion; with dentists, optometrists, pharma-
clsti:s and podiatrists having similar default
rates.

“Almost every aspect of the collection end
of this program flies in the face of good
business sense,” said Senator Percy, who
will lead full committee hearings Tuesday
into the Health Professions Student Loan
Program.

“If 1 were a student attempting to secure
one of these loans in today's budget-cutting
environment,” Senator Percy added, "I
would be pretty upset to be rejected know-
ing that practicing physicians, many of
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whom are earning high incomes, have failed
to repay the Federal loans which made their
careers possible."”

LOANS TOTAL $20,000 OR MORE

The 10-year medical loans can total
$20,000 or more and are provided at interest
rates ranging from 3 to 7 percent.

Senator Percy said a General Accounting
Office study found that schools have been
ineffective in collecting the loans, and at 16
medieal schools from 20 to 60 percent of the
loans were more than 90 days overdue.

In recent years, the Department of Health
and Human Services has found major prob-
lems in the collection of general Govern-
ment guaranteed student loans, but the
latest studies are the first to indicate serious
deficiencies in the medical program.

Senator Percy is sponsoring legislation to
create new methods for collecting debts
under Federal loan programs, including a
provision for reporting delinquent borrow-
ers to commercial credit bureaus.

This is the last year that Congress is
scheduled to put money into the $70 million
medical loan fund, leaving it as a revolving
pool in the future.

At Maryland, 391 practicing physicians
who graduated from the school were delin-
guent on their loans, owing a total of
$189,000, although 83 percent of them have
perfect credit ratings in the private sector,
committee aides said. They said similar
problems had arisen at some of the nation’s
other leading medical schools.

[From the Chicago Tribune, Jan. 31, 1982]
HUD Loan Losses ST IN MILLIONS
(By James Coates)

WasHiNGTON.—Homeowners in Chicago
and its suburbs have defaulted on millions
of dollars in FHA home improvement loans;
a study ordered by Sen. Charles Percy (R.,
I11.) has disclosed.

The borrowers used the loans to add
porches or recreation rooms, remodel kitch-
ens or make other renovations, then sold
their homes and moved away, Percy was in-
formed.

The study, prepared by the Congressional
General Accounting Office (GAQO) and ob-
tained by The Tribune, highlights the chaos
in the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) Title I home improve-
ments loans. For example:

Thousands of loans are being declared un-
collectable because the borrowers “skipped”
town while still listed in the phone book or
at the local credit bureau.

Often defaulters have escaped collection
efforts simply because banks that issue the
government-insured loans take an average
of nine months to report the delinquencies.
In many cases, GAO found, the only effort
made to collect a loan was to ask the Post
Office if a borrower had moved. The Post
Office keeps forwarding addresses for only
12 months.

GAO investigators found that HUD debt
collectors in Chicago had never received in-
structions on how to collect loans. A “‘collec-
tion handbook' had been published by HUD
in 1963 but has been out of print for a
decade.

The loan program has major incentives
that encourage default. The original loans
are made at prevailing rates—often as high
as 19 percent. But once a borrower is regis-
tered as a defaulter, he is allowed to repay
the loan at only 6 percent interest.

After banks report to HUD that there isa
default on a government-insured loan, it
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takes an average of eight months before the
first form letter proposing a repayment plan
is sent to the borrower. In some cases, GAO
found, it took as long as three years before
the first letter was sent by HUD Workers.

A GAO audit of HUD offices in Chicago
and New York City found that 14 percent of
those who had defaulted on home improve-
ment loans had stopped paying on more
than one such loan.

“Every facet of this collection effort at
HUD flies in the face of good business
sense,” Percy said.

“It's high time that these government
debtors got the message that this is a loan,
not a gift."”

The improvement loans, recorded at HUD
headquarters here along with all FHA-guar-
anteed mortgages, resulted in $18 million in
defaults nationwide during 1980 alone, GAO
found. There are $130 million worth of de-
faulted loans awaiting collection and GAO
predicted that $106 million will be lost for-
ever.

Despite the backlog, HUD officials have
been lax in turning defaulters over for col-
lection, GAO found. In Chicago, of 6,900 de-
faulted loans on hand, only 25 have been
given to the Justice Department for collee-
tion, GAO reported.

Most of the loans in question average be-
tween $1,000 and $7,500, which means that
more than $7 million in loans are in default
in Chicago, GAO indicated.

The loans are issued by banks throughout
the U.S. The federal government insures 90
percent of the balance, including interest
due, and reimburses banks when officially
notified that a loan is in default.

The GAO study found disarray through-
out the Chicago and New York programs.

More than $30 billion has been lent under
the Title I program since it was begun in
1934. In 1969 the loans were extended to fi-
nance mobile homes as well as home im-
provements.

Current law allows the government to
insure loans up to $30,000 for mobile homes
and up to $15,000 for home improvements.
About 80 percent of the loans are issued for
less than $7,500.

There are 57 HUD loan officers, each as-
signed to monitor roughly 1,000 defaulted
loans, The New York and Chicago offices
account for 25 percent of all defaulted
loans.

GAO analyzed the program by studying
70 of the 6,967 defaulted loans in Chicago
and 99 of the 7,000 in New York.

Several cases of glaring fraud were discov-
ered, including a Chicago case in which an
individual had gone from bank to bank and
obtained 10 HUD loans valued at more than
$50,000.

But most of the money is lost because bor-
rowers find it easy to stop making loan pay-
ments,

GAO investigators complained that many
of those owing on loans are listed by HUD
workers as a “skip” when they are easy to
find. The report prepared for Percy tells
how GAO investigators found “skippers"
simply by asking the telephone information
service for their numbers.

Furthermore, noted GAO, as many as 77
percent of the defaulters could have been
traced through Social Security numbers left
at banks when they applied for loans.

The Internal Revenue Service could pro-
vide current addresses for these persons but
HUD rarely asked for IRS help.
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[From the Chicago Sun Times, Feb. 2, 1981]
CRACKDOWN ON FEDERAL DEADBEATS

The U.8. attorney in Cincinnati has filed
501 lawsuits to recover more than $660,000
ggrin student loan deadbeats in southern

0.

We hope other prosecutors follow his
lead, though we're not sure how much good
it will do. The government has staged peri-
odic “crackdowns” in the past, yet it’s still
stuck with an estimated $2 billion of delin-
guent student loans.

Another $18 billion of loans are overdue
to other federal agencies. If the government
collected them, it would be on the way
toward a balanced budget.

People don't repay the government be-
cause they know it won't affect their credit
ratings. You can welsh on Uncle Sam and
still get a bank loan or credit card.

That’s why Congress should pass a bill by
Sen. Charles H. Percy (R-IIL) to allow gov-
ernment agencies to report their delinquent
borrowers to private credit bureaus.

The Education Department is one of two
federal agencies that already has that right.
But it doesn't exercise it, partly because it
gets current addresses of many of its dead-
beats from the Internal Revenue Service.

The use of IRS data, even addresses, is
sharply restricted by federal law. Percy's
bill would ease the restriction slightly.

Opponents call this an invasion of privacy.
In our view, a person waives some of his
right of privacy when he welshes on a debt.

[From U.S. News & World Report, Aug. 2,

19821

CHASING DEADBEATS ON FEDERAL PAYROLL

Thousands of faederal employes are de-
faulting on government loans and thumbing
their noses at Uncle Sam’s debt collectors.

The situation, disclosed in hearings on
July 21, was described by Senator Charles
Percy (R-IIl.) as “one of the most appalling
examples of waste and mismanagement in
federal programs.”

Across the U.S,, individuals are in default
on 33.8 billion dollars in federal loans. Of
that sum, tens of millions are owed by
36,000 federal employes. That’s only a mini-
mum estimate, as the government in 1980
destroyed some of its detailed records of em-
ploye defaults to comply with privacy
rules—a decision that officials now say was
a mistake.

Current law makes it almost impossible to
collect overdue debts through deductions
from federal paychecks, even when courts
order repayment.

Investigators uncovered numerous cases
of debt dodging by bureaucrats—

A lawyer making $34,000 a year with the
Department of Education has not repaid
$4,000 in loans that helped him through law
school. Even so, he has gotten two promo-
tions. Since he has filed for bankruptey, the
loans probably never will be repaid.

Another Education Department employe
defaulted on a $4,000 graduate-school loan,
refused to pay even after losing a lawsuit,
then took an $£18,000 commercial loan to
buy a new Porsche.

An employe of the General Services Ad-
ministration, already getting retirement pay
from the Air Force, refused to give back a
$1,131 overpayment in veterans’' education
benefits. A court ordered the debt deducted
from his pension, but the Air Force refused,
citing federal law.

An Internal Revenue Service employe
owes $5,299 in taxes, but an effort to fire
him was overturned by the Merit Systems
Protection Board. It termed the debt a “per-
sonal matter.”
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Government employes are not the only
ones enjoying federal largess while default-
ing on taxpayer-provided loans. A doctor
who owes $1,428 in medical-school loans has
since received $453,000 in federal payments
for treating medicare patients.

Legislation proposed by Senator Percy
would let the government report debtors to
commercial credit bureaus and expand
access to IRS files for addresses for delin-
quents. Another change would allow gar-
nisheeing part of federal workers' pay with-
out going to court.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the language of S.
1249, as reported, is before the Senate
a.is an amendment to the House legisla-
tion.

The question then is on the amend-
ment.

The amendment (UP No. 1299) was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, Pas-
sage of this measure will represent the
culmination of 3 years of work on this
issue by the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. Sasser) for it
was on September 5, 1979, that he first
began proposing legislation aimed at
improving the debt collection practices
of the Federal Government. The Sena-
tor believed then and he believes now
that the need for improved debt col-
lection practice by the Federal agen-
cies is a proposition that stands on its
own merits.

In the intervening years, however,
the need for improved debt collection
by our Government has been high-
lighted by a burgeoning national debt,
increasing Federal budget deficits, and
the punishing cost to our Nation of
high interest rates. Data indicating
that $175 billion is owed the Federal
Government ought to be reason
enough for prompt passage of S. 1249.

Of course, it seems that it has
become commonplace for the past sev-
eral years to talk of hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars when it comes to na-
tional debt, deficits, and deferrals, but
consider this illustration; $175 billion
is all the money it took to run the
entire U.S. Government from its in-
ception in the 18th century up to the
beginning of our involvement in World
War II in 1941.

Mr. President, the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. SASSER)
wishes to express his strong support of
S. 1249, the Debt Collection Act of
1981.

(By request of Mr. INOUYE, the fol-
lowing statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD:)
® Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I want
to express my strong support for S.
1249, the Debt Collection Act of 1981.
Passage of this bill today will repre-
sent the culmination of 3 years of
work on this issue for me; it was on
September 5, 1979, that I first began
proposing legislation aimed at improv-
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ing the debt collection and credit man-
agement practices of the Federal Gov-
ernment. I believed then and I believe
now that the need for improved debt
collection practices by Federal agen-
cies is a proposition that stands on its
own merits.

In the intervening years, however,
the need for improved debt collection
by our Government has been high-
lighted by a burgeoning national debt,
increasing Federal budget deficits and
the punishing cost to our Nation of
high-interest rates.

Data indicating that $175 billion is
owed the Federal Government ought
to be reason enough for prompt pas-
sage of S. 1249. Of course, it seems
that it has become commonplace in
the past several years to talk of hun-
dreds of billions of dollars when it
comes to talk of debts, deficits, and de-
ferrals. But consider this illustration:
$175 billion is all the money it took to
run the entire U.S. Government from
its inception in the 18th century up to
the beginning of our involvement in
World War II in 1941.

One could go on and on with such
mind-boggling illustrations. The data
are real, however: all the billions of
dollars in debts that have been written
off by the Federal Government; all
the billions of dollars owed the Gov-
ernment which are delinquent; and all
the billions of dollars it costs our Gov-
ernment simply to carry the outstand-
ing debts in hopes of repayment.

Certainly, there is sufficient evi-
dence on the issue to warrant the
grave concern of each and every
Member of this body.

The Debt Collection Act will provide
Federal agencies which incur these
debts with the tools for a remedy. Key
to the act is the go-ahead to cooperate
and contract with the private sector
through the use of credit reporting
and debt collection services; this will
allow the Federal Government greater
flexibility in its credit management
techniques, but without the huge cost
usually associated with the startup of
a new Federal program.

Only time will tell how efficient and
effective S. 1249 will prove. It may be
that additional initiatives in the field
of credit management will be neces-
sary. Indeed, there are several other
proposals which I introduced in both
the 96th and 97th Congresses which, I
believe, would help the U.S. Govern-
ment to realize even greater savings.

Today, however, the Senate should
pass the Debt Collection Act.

I should point out, in urging my col-
leagues to support its passage, that S.
1249 represents a third major initia-
tive in the area of better Government
management of financial practices.

Late last year, the Congress passed
the State and Local Government Cost
Estimate Act of 1981, which I first in-
troduced in the Senate during the
97th Congress on January 5, 1981.
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This law requires the Congressional
Budget Office to prepare estimates of
the cost, or “fiscal notes,” to State and
local governments of proposed con-
gressional legislation. This will pre-
vent the Congress from passing legis-
lation that would impose unnecessary
and unforeseen costs to State and
local government.

Earlier this year, we approved the
Prompt Payments Act, the final prod-
uct of late payments legislation which
I also introduced on January 5, 1981.
That bill, which becomes effective
next week, requires the Federal Gov-
ernment to pay its own bills on time,
or face the prospect of interest penal-
ties. This will provide additional stim-
ulus for Federal agencies to improve
its cash and credit management prac-
tices, and it complements the Debt
Collection Act, which I joined in spon-
soring upon its introduction in Febru-
ary 1981.

All of these initiatives have one prin-
ciple in common and that is that they
will encourage the Federal Govern-
ment to adopt and implement sound
management practices. At a time when
economie conditions are forcing nearly
every sector of American society to
make sacrifices, we in the Congress
must take every step practical to make
sure our Government uses wisely the
tax dollars of its citizens. I urge my
colleagues to support the passage of S.
1249, the Debt Collection Act of
198l.@

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, the
legislation authored by the senior Sen-
ator from Illinois, S. 1249 and its
House companion, HR. 4613, is the
culmination of much time and effort
on his part and is to be commended.

In March of this year an article ap-
peared in the Daily Oklahoman outlin-
ing several cases of individuals who, at
one time, borrowed money from the
U.S. Government and were being pur-
sued by the U.S. attorney’s office in
Oklahoma City. One case cited was
that of a doctor with a very successful
practice who owed $4,000 on a student
loan while he was an intern. In this
case, the individual had every means
to pay this debt, but due to the inabil-
ity of the Government to collect, was
able to elude payment.

Under the bill, steps will be taken to
enable the Government to collect de-
linquent accounts which totaled more
than $25 billion in fiscal year 1979.

Few businesses would carry on loan
practices similar to the antequated
practices of the Federal Government.
Under this measure, agencies would be
able to pursue delinquent debts with
resources commonly available to those
in the private sector, including disclo-
sures of delinquency to consumer re-
porting agencies and garnishment of
debtors wages.

If we are to expect the Federal bu-
reaucracy to operate more effectively,
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it is only reasonable that we give them
the tools to carry out this objective.

The Debt Collection Act of 1981 is
necessary and I urge its adoption and
proper implementation by the admin-
istration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
amendments and the third reading of
the bill,

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a
third time.

The bill was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the vote on final
passage will occur at 2 p.m. tomorrow.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

SENATE SCHEDULE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, so far
today we have successfully completed
action on another appropriation bill,
the military construction appropria-
tions bill, H.R. 6968, and the debt col-
lection bill, which is an important
piece of legislation that has been here
and available for some time, and I am
proud to say that the Senate has com-
pleted action on that as well. A vote is
ordered on that measure tomorrow be-
ginning at 2 p.m.

Yet this afternoon we have cleared
action on the Coast Guard authoriza-
tion bill and on the Sally Mae confer-
ence report.

That is a pretty good set of accom-
plishments for a day. It is only 2 p.m.
in the afternoon. That is the good
news.

The bad news is that I have tried
hard, since this is 1 of the 5 days we
have remaining before we go out, or at
least I hope we go out on Friday, Octo-
ber 1—it is only 2 p.m. in the after-
noon—and we have not been able to
clear anything else. That is the bad
news.

I suppose I should know by now that
the Senate has a mind of its own and
when it decides it does not want to
transact any more business, there is
precious little that the leadership on
either side of the aisle can do about it.

It may be as well that I should have
learned by now that when we say
there will not be any votes on a par-
ticular day that also means there will
not be any more business on that day,
which is indeed the case.

We will not have votes today because
of the religious observance involving
some of our Members and the tradi-
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tion of the Senate has been that
during the Yom Kippur season no
votes will occur on that day.

Mr. President, we have tried to clear
the crime bill, S. 2572; the shipping
bill, 8. 1593; the military pay bill, S.
2936; the highway bill, S. 2574; and
the railroad bill, HR. 3608, and we
cannot.

I am sure for good reasons Members
have holds, and holds are not all on
one side or the other. They are on
both sides.

But you see the dilemma that poses
for me because while I cannot get
unanimous consent to proceed to any
other measure today, I also cannot
make a motion to proceed to those
with any good effect because I have
promised there would be no votes until
tomorrow.

So I find myself in the unhappy po-
sition of being powerless. I do not have
much power anyway. But in this case I
am without any.

I see a look of delight on the face of
some Senators, including the distin-
guished chairman of the Republican
Policy Committee, the Senator from
Texas, and I shall remember that.

But, Mr. President, the long and
short of it is that we have the Coast
Guard bill to do and the Sally Mae
conference report, and neither of
them are going to take very long.
Unless some Senator can produce for
me some other piece of legislation that
we can deal with today, I will, with
great reluctance, ask the Senate to
stand in recess over until tomorrow.

Mr. President, having said all of that
and not being sure what the effect will
be, there may be a mass exodus from
the Chamber and offices on the Hill,
or there may be Members coming to
the Chamber to take advantage of the
time remaining before we go out. But
being unsure of that I have said my
piece and I will yield the floor.

Before I do that, Mr. President, I see
the Senator from New Mexico in the
Chamber and I inquire of him if he is
prepared now to proceed with the
Coast Guard authorization bill.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
have a statement I wish to make. It
will not take over 4 minutes. Then I
have no objection to the passage of
the report.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator.

I inquire of the acting minority
leader if he is prepared now to proceed
to that item.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr.
President, this side is prepared.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator.

COAST GUARD AUTHORIZATION
ACT OF 1982

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
that the Chair lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Represent-
atives on S. 2252.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid
before the Senate the following mes-
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sage from the House of Representa-
tives:

Resolved, That the bill from the Senate
(S. 2252) entitled “An Act to authorize ap-
propriations for the Coast Guard for fiscal
years 1983 and 1984, and for other pur-
poses”, do pass with the following amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert:

That this Act may be cited as the “Coast
Guard Authorization Act of 1982",

SeEc. 2. Funds are authorized to be appro-
priated for necessary erpenses of the Coast
Guard for fiscal years 1983 and 1984 as fol-
lows: A

o
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complished by civilian employees of the
Coast Guard more effectively than by mili-
tary members of the Coast Guard. Accord-
ingly, Congress recommends that the Coast
Guard increase significantly the ratio of ci-
vilian to military employees assigned (Lo
these tasks.

fc) Not later than one year after the date
of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the
department in which the Coast Guard is op-
erating shall submit a report to the Congress
evaluatling—

(1) the exercise by contract of the author-
ity of the Coast Guard under section 81 of
title 14, United States Code, to establish,
maintain, and operate aids to navigation,
luding a discussion of any problems in-

incl

(1) For the operation and maint
the Coast Guard, including expenses related
to the Capehart housing debt reduction,
$1,842,000,000 for fiscal year 1983 and
$2,026,000,000 for fiscal year 1984, and such
additional amounts for each such fiscal year
as may be necessary for increases in salary,
pay, and other employee benefils authorized
by law.

f2) For the acquisition, construction, re-
building, and improvement of aids to navi-
gation, shore facilities, vessels, and aircraft,
including equipment related therelo,
$670,000,000 for fiscal year 1983 and
£700,000,000 for fiscal year 1984.

f3) For research, development, test, and
evaluation, $30,000,000 for fiscal year 1983
and $33,000,000 for fiscal year 1984, of
which sufficient funds shall be made avail-
able to continue in operation a Coast Guard
research and development center through
the end of fiscal year 1984.

(4) For the alteration or removal of
bridges over navigable waters of the United
States, constituting obstructions to naviga-
tion, $12,700,000, for fiscal year 1983.

(5) For retired pay including the payment
of obligations therefor otherwise chargeable
to lapsed appropriations for this purpose,
and payments under the Retired Service-
man’s Family Protection and Survivor Ben-
efit Plans, and for payments for medical
care of retired personnel and their depend-
ents under the Dependents’ Medical Care
Act, such sums as may be necessary for fiscal
yvears 1983 and 1984.

Sec. 3. For fiscal years 1983 and 1984, the
Coast Guard is authorized an end-of-year
strength for active duty personnel of forty-
one thousand five hundred. This end-of-year
strength shall not include members of the
Ready Reserve called to active duty under
the authority of section 712 of title 14,
United States Code.

Skc. 4. For fiscal years 1983 and 1984, the
Coast Guard is authorized average military
training student loads as follows:

(1) For recruit and special training, three
thousand six hundred and sirly student-
vears.

f2) For flight training, one hundred and
eighteen student-years.

f3) For professional training in military
and civilian institutions, six hundred and
fifty-five student-years.

(4) For officer acquisition, one thousand
thirty-eight student-years.

Sec. 5. (a) Section 81 of title 14, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following: “The Coast Guard
may establish, maintain, and operate aids
to maritime navigation under paragraph (1)
of this section by contract with any person,
public body, or instrumentality.".

b) It is the sense of Congress that the es-
tablishment, maintenance, and operation of
maritime aids to navigation on the inland
waterways of the United States can be ac-

volved in exercising such authorily by con-
tract, the reasons for exercising or failing to
exercise such authorily by contract in par-
ticular areas, and the feasibilily of expand-
ing the exercise of such authority by con-
tract; and

f2) the advantages and disadvantages of
increasing the ratio of civilian to military
employees assigned to the establishment,
maintenance, and operation of aids to navi-
gation on the inland waterways of the
United States.

(d) Any authorily to enter into conlracts
provided in this section shall be available
only to the extent provided for in advance
in an appropriations Actk

SEC. 6. Subsections (e) and (f) of section
475 of title 14, United States Code, are re-
pealed.

Sec. 7. fa) Section 502(b) of the General
Bridge Act of 1946 (33 U.S.C. 525(bJ) is

ded dding at the end thereof the
Sollowing: “This subsection shall not apply
to any bridge over waters which are not sub-
ject to the ebb and flow of the tide and
which are not used and are not susceptible
to use in their natural condition or by rea-
sonable improvement as a means to trans-
port interstate or foreign commerce.”.

(b) Section 9 of the Act of March 3, 1899,
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the construction, repair, and preservation of
certain public works on rivers and harbors,
and for other purposes” (33 U.S.C. 401) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: “The approval required by this
section of the location and plans or any
modification of plans of any bridge or
causeway shall not apply to any bridge or
causeway over walers which are not subject
to the ebb and flow of the tide and which are
not used and are not susceptible lo use in
their natural condition or by reasonable im-
provement as a means lo transport inter-
state or foreign commerce.”.

(c) The first section of the Act of March 23,
19086, entitled “An Act to regulate the con-
struction of bridges over navigable watlers”
f33 U.S.C. 491) is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following: “This section shall
not apply to any bridge over walers which
are not subject to the ebb and flow of the
tide and which are not used and are not sus-
ceptible to use in their natural condition or
by reasonable improvement as a means to
transport interstate or foreign commerce.”.

SEc. 8. fa) Section 5 of the Act entitled “An
Act making appropriations for the construc-
tion, repair, and preservation of certain
public works on rivers and harbors, and for
other purposes”, enacted August 18, 1894 (33
U.S.C. 499; 28 Stal. 362), is amended—

(1) by inserting “fa)” after “SEc. 5.";

f2) by striking out “or who shall unreason-
ably delay the opening of said draw after
reasonable signal shall have been given,” in
the second sentence;
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f3) by striking out “section” and inserting
in lieu thereof “subsection”;

(4) by striking out “any violation" and in-
serting in lieuw thereof “any willful viola-
tion™; and

(5) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsections:

“tb) No vessel owner or operator shall
signal a drawbridge to open for any non-
structural vessel appurtenance which is not
essential to navigation or which is easily
lowered and no person shall unreasonably
delay the opening of a draw after the signal
required by rules or regulations under this
section has been given. The Secrelary of
Transportation shall issue rules and regula-
tions Lo implement this subsection.

“fc) Whoever violates any rule or regula-
tion issued under subsection (a) or (b), shall
be liable to a civil penally of not more than
$1,000. No penalty may be assessed under
this subsection until the person charged is
given notice and an opportunity for a hear-
ing on the charge. The Secretary of Trans-
portation may assess and collect any civil
penalty incurred under this subsection and,
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who shall be guilty of a violation of this
Act’; and

(4) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsection.

“fb) Whoever violates any provision of
this Act, or any order issued under this Act,
shall be liable to a civil penally of nol more
than $1,000. Each day a violation continues
shall be deemed a separate offense. No penal-
ty may be assessed under this subsection
until the person charged is given notice and
an opportunity for a hearing on the charge.
The Secretary of Transportation may assess
and collect any civil penally incurred under
this subsection and, in his discretion, may
remit, mitigate, or compromise any penalty
until the matter is referred lo the Altorney
General. If a person against whom a civil
penally is dssessed under this subsection
Jails to pay that penalty, an action may be
commenced in the district court of the
United States for any district in which the
violation occurs for such penalty.”.

fd) Section 510 of the General Bridge Act
of 1946"‘ (60 Stat 847; 33 U.S.C. 533) is

in his discrelion, may remilf, mitigate, or
compromise any penalty until the matter is
referred Lo the Attorney General If a person
against whom a civil penally is assessed
under this subsection fails to pay thal pen-
ally, an action may be commenced in the
district court of the United States for any
district in which the violation occurs for
such penalty.”.

(b} Section 18 of the Act entitled “An Act
making eppropriations for the construction,
repair, and preservation of certain public
works on rivers and harbors, and for other
purposes”, enacted March 3, 1899 (30 Stat
1153; 33 U.8.C. 502), is amended by inserting
“fa)” after “Sec. 18.", by striking out “Secre-
tary of War'' wherever il appears and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “Secretary of Transporta-
tion”, by striking out “recommended by the
Chief of Engineers”, and by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsections:

“fb) No owner or operator of any bridge,
drawbridge, or causeway shall endanger, un-
reasonably obstruct, or make hazardous the
Jfree navigation of any navigable water of
the United Stales by reason of the failure to

(1) by inserting “(a)” after “SEc. 5§10.";

(2) by striking out “who fails” each place
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
“who willfully fails”, by striking out “who
refuses” and inserting in lieu thereof "“who
willfully refuses”, and by striking out "oth-
erwise violales"” and inserting in lieu thereof
“otherwise willfully violates"; and

f3) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsection.

“fb) Whoever violates any provision of
this Act, or any order issued under this Act,
shall be liable to a civil penalty of not more
than $1,000. Each day a viclation continues
shall be deemed a _separate offense. No penal-
ty may be assessed under this subsection
until the person charged is given notice and
an opportunity for a hearing on the charge.
The Secretary of Transportation may assess
and collect any civil penalty incurred under
this subsection and, in his discrefion, may
remil, mitigate, or compromise any penally
until the matter is referred to the Attorney
General. If a person against whom a civil
penally is assessed under this subsection
fails to pay that penalty, an action may be

keep the bridge, drawbridge, or ca v
and any accessory works in proper repair.

“fc) Whoever violates any provision of
this section, or any order issued under this
section, shall be liable to a civil penally of
not more than $1,000. Each day a violation
condinues shall be deemed a separate of-
Jense. No penally may be assessed under this
subsection until the person charged is given
notice and an opportunily for a hearing on
the charge. The Secretary of Transportation
may assess and collect any civil penalty in-
curred under this subsection and, in his dis-
cretion, may remit, miligate, or compromise
any penalty until the matter is referred to
the Attorney General. If a person against
whom a civil penalty is assessed under this
subsection fails to pay that penally, an
action may be commenced in the district
court of the United States for any district in
which the violation occurs for such penal-
"

fc) Section 5 of the Act entlitled “An Act to
regulate the construction of bridges over
navigable waters”, enacted March 23, 1906
f33 U.S.C. 495; 34 Stat. 85), is amended—

(1) by inserting “(a)" after “SEc. 5."";

2) by striking out “who shall fail” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “who shall willfully
ail”;
i (3) by striking out “shall be deemed guilty
of a violation of this Act, and any persons

com ced in the district court of the
United States for any district in which the
violation occurs for such penalty.”.

SEc. 9. The Act entitled “"An Act lo consti-
tute a Bureau of Navigation in the Treasury
Department”, enacted July 5, 1884 (23 Stat.
118), is amended by adding at the end of sec-
tion 8 (as added by section 9 of Public Law
97-136) the following new subsection’

“fd) In any case in which an inspection or
examination is delegated under subsection
fe) to the American Bureau of Shipping, or
similar American classification society, or
agent thereof, such Bureauw, society, or
agent, as the case may be, shall maintain
within the United States complete files of all
information derived from or necessarily
connected with such inspection or examina-
tion for not less than two years after the
vessel with respect to which the inspection
or examination 18 made ceases to be certifi-
cated and shall permit access to such files at
all reasonable times to any member of the
Coast Guard designated as ¢ marine inspec-
tor or designated in writing by the Com-
mandant of the Coast Guard.”.

Sec. 10. Section 4417a of l?u! Revised Si
utes of the United States (46 U.S.C, 391a) ia
amended by striking out paragraph (11) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“f11) PERSONNEL AND MANNING STANDARDS
FOR FOREIGN VESSELS.—The Secretary shall—
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“fA) periodically evaluate the manning,
training, qualification, and watchkeeping
standards promulgated by the certificating
state of any foreign vessel which operales on
or enters the navigable waters of the United
States, and transfers oil or hazardous malte-
rials in any port or place under the jurisdic-
tion of the United States, and

“f{B) determine, after each evaluation
made under clause (A), whether the foreign
state, whose system for licensing and certifi-
cation of seafarers was evaluated, has stand-
ards which are comparable to or more strin-
gent than United Stales standards or inter-
national standards which are accepted by
the United States.”.

SEec. 11. Section 4417al19) of the Revised
Statutes of the United States (46 U.S.C.
391a(19)) is repealed.

SEec. 12, (a) Section 34 of the Federal Boat
Safety Act of 1971 (46 U.S.C. 1483) is amend-
ed by striking out “$1,000" and inserting in
lieu thereof “$5,000".

fb) Section 35(b) of the Federal Boat
Safety Act of 1971 (46 U.S.C. 1484(b)) is
amended by striking out “$500” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “$1,000".

Sec. 13. The Commandant of the Coast
Guard shall review Coast Guard policies
and procedures for towing and salvage of
disabled vessels in order to further minimize
the possibility of Coast Guard competition
or interference wilth private towing activi-
ties or other commercial enterprise.

Sec. 14. Notlwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the number of full-time civilian
employees of the Coast Guard shall be main-
tained at a level not less than five thousand
Sfour hundred and eighty-four throughout
Jiscal years 1983 and 1984.

Skc. 15. (a)(1) Chapter 3 of title 14, Uniled
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section.’

“§52. Vice admirals, continuity of grade

“The continuity of an officer’s precedence
on the active duty promotion list, date of
rank, grade, pay, and allowances as a vice
admiral shall not be interrupted by the ter-
mination of an appointment for the purpose
of reappointment to another position as a
vice admiral.”.

f2) The analysis of chapter 3 of title 14,
United States Code, is amended by adding
the following new item after the item relat-
ing to section 51.

“52. Vice admirals, continuity of grade.”.

fb)(1) Section 368 of title 14, United Statles
Code, is repealed.

f2) The analysis of chapter 11 of title 14,
United States Code, i3 amended by striking
out:

“368. Discharge in case of underage enlist-
ment"”.

fc) Section 93 of title 14, United States
Code, is amended by—

(1) striking out “and” at the end of subsec-
tion (p);

(2) striking out the period at the end of
subsection (g) and inserting in lieu thereof
‘cand "; and

(3) adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection.

“fr) provide medical and dental care for
personnel entitled thereto by law or regula-
tion, including care in private facilities.”,

SEc. 16. Section 306(f) of title 37, United
States Code, is amended by striking out
“The Secretary of Transporitation shall
make a similar report for the Coast Guard
when the Coast Guard is not operating as a
service in the Navy.”.
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Sec. 17. Paragraph (1) of the first seclion
of the Act entitled “An Act to authorize ap-
proprialions for the Coast Guard for fiscal
vear 1982, and for other purposes” (95 Stat.
1705; Public Law 97-136) is amended by
striking out “$1,404,800,000" and inserting
in lieu thereof ““$1,548,800,000".

Sec. 18. (a)(1) Section 33(a) of the Federal
Boat Safety Act of 1971 (46 U.S.C. 1482(a)) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
Sollowing: “The Secretary shall not less
often than once a year, publish notice in the
Federal Register for solicitation of nomina-
tions for membership on the Council.”.

(2) Section 33(b) of the Federal Boat
Safety Act of 1971 (46 U.S.C. 1482(b)) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
Sollowing: “The Council is authorized to
make available to Congress any informa-
tion, advice, and recommendations which
the Council is authorized lo give o the Sec-
retary.”.

(3) Section 33(c) of the Federal Boat
Safety Act of 1971 (46 U.S.C. 1482(c)) is
amended by striking out “when engaged in
the duties of the Council” and inserting in
lieu thereof “while attending meetings of the
Council”.

fbJ(1) Section 193 of title 14, United Stales
Code, is amended in the first sentence by in-
serling before the period the following: “for,
in the case of a member of the Committee
who is an officer or employee of the United
States, who shall receive no additional pay
on account of his service on the Commilt-
tee)”,

(2) Section 193 of title 14, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following: “The Secretary shall,
not less often than once a year, publish
notice in the Federal Register for solicita-
tion of nominations for membership on the
Advisory Commiltee. The Advisory Commit-
tee is authorized to make available to Con-
gress any information, advice, and recom-
mendations which the Advisory Committee
is authorized to give to the Secretary or the
Commandant.”,

fe)(1) Section 5fa) of the Inland Naviga-
tional Rules Act of 1980 (33 U.S.C. 2073(a))
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
Jollowing: ‘“The Secretary shall, not less
often than once a year, publish notice in the
Federal Register for solicitation of nomina-
tions for membership on the Council.”,

(2) Section 5(b) of the Inland Navigation-
al Rules Act of 1980 (33 U.S.C. 2073(b)) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
Jollowing: “The Council is authorized to
make available fo Congress any informa-
tion, advice, and recommendations which
the Council is authorized to give to the Sec-
relary.”.

{3) Section 5(c/) of the Inland Navigational
Rules Act of 1980 (33 U.S.C. 2073(e)) is
amended by striking out “or while otherwise
engaged in the business of the Council” and
by striking out “, including traveltime”.

fd) The Act entitled “An Act to establish a
Towing Safety Advisory Committee in the
Department of Transportation” (33 U.S.C.
1231a; 94 Stat. 1521) is amended as follows:

1) Subsection (b) of the first section is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
Sfollowing: “The Secretary shall, not less
often than once a year, publish notice in the
Federal Register for solicitation of nomina-
tions for membership on the Committee.”.

f2) Subsection (c) of the first section is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
Jollowing: “The Committee is authorized to
make available to Congress any informa-
tion, advice, and recommendations which
the Commiltee is authorized to give to the
Secretary.”.
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f3) Subsection (d) of the first section is
amended by adding before the first sentence
the following: “Members of the Commiltee
who are not officers or employees of the
United States shall serve without pay and
members of the Committee who are officers
or employees of the United States shall re-
ceive no additional pay on account of their
service on the Committee. While away from
their homes or regular places of business,
members of the Committee may be allowed
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu
of subsistence, as authorized by section 5703
of title 5, United States Code.”.

feli1) The Secretary of the department in
which the Coast Guard is operating shall,
not less often than once a year, publish
notice in the Federal Register for solicita-
tion of nominations for membership on any
advisory committee established administra-
tively for the purpose of giving advice and
recommendations to such Secretary or the
Commandant of the Coast Guard with re-
spect to functions of the Coast Guard.

f2) Any advisory commitlee described in
paragraph (1) of this subsection is author-
ized to make available to Congress any in-
Jormation, advice, and recommendations
which the commilttee is authorized to give to
the Secretary of the department in which the
Coast Guard is operating or the Comman-
dant of the Coast Guard.

f3) Members of any advisory committee
described in paragraph (1) of this subsection
who are not officers or employees of the
United States shall serve without pay and
members of any such committee who are of-
ficers or employees of the United States shall
receive no additional pay on account of
their service on such commitiee. While away
Jrom their homes or regular places of busi-
ness, members of any such commiltee may
be allowed travel expenses, including per
diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by
section 5703 of title 5, United States Code.

Sec. 19. Section 4450(a) of the Revised
Statutes of the United States (46 U.S.C.
239(a)) is amended in the first sentence by
inserting “or to the loss of life involved in
such casualty” after “of such casualty”.

Skc. 20. Section 4450 of the Revised Stat-
utes of the United States (46 U.S.C. 239) is
amended—

fa) by redesignaling subsections (j) and
(k) as subsections (k) and (1), respectively;
and

(b) by inserting after subsection (i) the fol-
lowing new subsection.

“(j)(1) The Commandant of the Coast
Guard shall notify the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the
Senate and the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries of the House of Repre-
sentatives of any hearing involving the in-
vestigation of a major marine casualty in-
volving loss of life under subsection f(a)
before such hearing occurs.

“2) The Commandant of the Coast Guard
shall submit to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the
Senate and to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries of the House of Repre-
sentalives any information on major
marine casuallies which is requested to be
submitted by either of the committees or the
chairman of either of the committees if the
submission of such information is not pro-
hibited by any other statute of the United
States.".

Skc. 21. It is the sense of the Congress that
the President and the Coast Guard should
give the search and rescue operations of the
Coast Guard a high priority.
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UP AMENDMENT NO. 1300

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate concur in the House
amendment with the further amend-
ment which is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER)
proposes an unprinted amendment num-
bered 1300.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert:

TITLE I

Sec. 101. This title may be cited as the
“Coast Guard Authorization Act of 1982".

Sec. 102. Funds are authorized to be ap-
propriated for necessary expenses of the
Coast Guard for fiscal years 1983 and 1984
as follows:

(1) For the operation and maintenance of
the Coast Guard, including erpenses related
to the Capehart housing debt reduction,
$1,800,000,000 for fiscal year 1983 and
$2,000,000,000 for fiscal year 1984, and such
additional amounts for each such fiscal year
as may be necessary for increases in salary,
pay, and other employee benefits authorized
by law.

f2) For the acgquisition, construction, re-
building, and improvement of aids to navi-
gation, shore facilities, vessels, and aircraft,
including equipment related thereto,
$550,000,000 for fiscal year 1983 and
$650,000,000 for fiscal year 1984.

f3) For research, development, test, and
evaluation, $22,000,000 for fiscal year 1983
and $32,000,000 for fiscal year 1984, of
which sufficient funds shall be made avail-
able to continue in operation a Coast Guard
research and development center through
the end of fiscal year 1984.

(4) For the alteration or removal of
bridges over navigable walers of the United
States, constituting obstructions to naviga-
tion, $8,000,000, for fiscal year 1983.

(5) For retired pay including the payment
of obligations therefor otherwise chargeable
to lapsed appropriations for this purpose,
and payments under the Relired Service-
man’s Family Protection and Survivor Ben-
efit Plans, and for payments for medical
care of retired personnel and their depend-
ents under the Dependents’ Medical Care
Act, such sums as may be necessary for fiscal
years 1983 and 1984.

SEec. 103. For fiscal years 1983 and 1984,
the Coast Guard is authorized an end-of-
vear strength for active duty personnel of
forty-one thousand five hundred. This end-
of-year strength shall not include members
of the Ready Reserve called to active dutly
under the authorily of section 712 of title 14,
United States Code.

SEc. 104. For fiscal years 1983 and 1984,
the Coast Guard is authorized average mili-
tary training student loads as follows:

(1) For recruit and special training, three
thousand siz hundred and sixty student-
years.

f2) For flight training, one hundred and
eighteen student-years.
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(3) For professional training in military
and civilian institutions, six hundred and
Jirfty-five student-years.

f4) For officer acquisition, one thousand
thirty-eight student-years.

SEc. 105. (a) Section 81 of title 14, United
States Code, is a ded by adding at the
end thereof the following: “The Coast Guard
may establish, maintain, and operale aids
to maritime navigation under paragraph (1)
of this section by contract with any person,
public body, or instrumentality.”.

fb) Not later than one year after the date
of enactment of this title, the Secretary of
the department in which the Coast Guard is
operating shall submit a report to the Con-
gress evaluating—

(1) the exercise by contract of the author-
ity of the Coast Guard under section 81 of
title 14, United States Code, to establish,
maintain, and operale aids to navigation,
including a discussion of any problems in-
volved in exercising such authority by con-
tract, the reasons for exercising or failing to
erercise such authority by contract in par-
ticular areas, and the feasibility of expand-
ing the erercise of such authoritly by con-
tract; and

f2) the advantages and disadvantages of
increasing the ratio of civilian to military
employees assigned to the establishment,
maintenance, and operation of aids to navi-
gation on the inland walerways of the
United States.

fc) Any authority to enter into contracts
provided in this section shall be available
only to the extent that appropriated funds
are available for that purpose.

SEc. 106. Subsections fe) and (f) of section
475 of title 14, United States Code, are re-
pealed.

SEc. 107. (a) Section 502(b) of the General
Bridge Act of 1946 (33 U.S.C. 525(b)) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
JSollowing: “This subsection shall notl apply
to any bridge over walers which are not sub-
ject to the ebb and flow of the tide and
which are not used and are not susceplible
to use in their natural condition or by rea-
sonable improvement as a means to trans-
port interstate or foreign commerce.”.

fb) Section 9 of the Act of March 3, 1899,
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the construction, repair, and preservation of
certain public works on rivers and harbors,
and for other purposes” (33 U.S.C. 401) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
JSollowing: “The approval required by this
section of the location and plans or any
modification of plans of any bridge or
causeway shall not apply to any bridge or
causeway over waters which are not subject
to the ebb and flow of the tide and which are
not used and are not susceptible to use in
their natural condition or by reasonable im-
provement as a means to transport inter-
state or foreign commerce.”.

fc) The first section of the Act of March 23,
1906, entitled “An Act to regulate the con-
struction of bridges over navigable waters”
(33 U.S.C. 491) is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following: “This section shall
not apply to any bridge over waters which
are not subject to the ebb and flow of the
tide and which are not used and are not sus-
ceptible to use in their natural condition or
by reasonable improvement as a means to
transporl interstate or foreign commerce.”.

Sec. 108. fa) Section 5 of the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for the con-
struction, repair, and preservation of cer-
tain public works on rivers and harbors,
and for other purposes”, enacted August 18,
1894 (33 U.S.C. 499; 28 Stat. 362), is amend-
ed—
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(1) by inserting “fa)"” after “SEc. 5.”;

(2) by striking out “or who shall unreason-
ably delay the opening of said draw after
reasonable signal shall have been given,"” in
the second sentence;

13) by striking out “section” and inserting
in lieu thereof “subsection’;

f4) by striking oul “any violation” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “any willful viola-
tion’; and

f5) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsections:

“(b) No vessel owner or operator shall
signal a drawbridge to open for any non-
structural vessel appurtenance which is not
essential to navigation or which is easily
lowered and no person shall unreasonably
delay the opening of a draw afler the signal
required by rules or regulations under this
section has been given. The Secrelary of
Transportation shall issue rules and regula-
tions to implement this subsection.

“fc) Whoever violates any rule or regula-
tion issued under subsection (a) or (bJ, shall
be liable to a civil penalty of not more than
£1,000. No penalty may be assessed under
this subsection until the person charged is
given notice and an opportunity for a hear-
ing on the charge. The Secretary of Trans-
portation may assess and collect any civil
penalty incurred under this subsection and,
in his discretion, may remit, miligate, or
compromise any penally until the matter is
referred o the Attorney General If a person
against whom a civil penally is assessed
under this subsection fails to pay that pen-
ally, an action may be commenced in the
district court of the United States for any
district in which the violation occurs for
such penalty.”.

(b) Section 18 of the Act entitled “An Act
making appropriations for the construction,
repair, and preservation of certain public
works on rivers and harbors, and for other
purposes”, enacted March 3, 1899 (30 Stal
1153; 33 U.S.C. 502), is amended by inserting
“fa)"” after “Sec. 18.", by striking out “Secre-
tary of War" wherever it appears and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “Secrelary of Transporta-
tion”, by striking out ‘“recommended by the
Chief of Engineers”, and by adding atf the
end thereof the following new subsections:

“fb) No owner or operator of any bridge,
drawbridge, or causeway shall endanger, un-
reasonably obstruct, or make hazardous the
free navigation of any navigable water of
the United States by reason of the failure to
keep the bridge, drawbridge, or causeway
and any accessory works in proper repair.

“fe) Whoever violates any provision of
this section, or any order issued under this
section, shall be liable to a civil penally of
not more than $1,000. Each day a violation
continues shall be a separate of-
fense. No penalty may be assessed under this
subsection until the person charged is given
notice and an opportunity for a hearing on
the charge. The Secrelary of Transportation
may assess and collect any civil penalty in-
curred under this subsection and, in his dis-
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f2) by striking out “who shall fail” and in-
gerting in lieu thereaf "“who shall willfully
Sail™;

(3) by striking out “shall be deemed guilty
of a violation of this Act, and any persons
who shall be guilty of a violation of this
Act’; and

(4) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsection:

“fb) Whoever violates any provision of
this Act, or any order issued under this Act,
shall be liable to a civil penally of not more
than $1,000. Each day a violation continues
shall be deemed a separate offense. No penal-
ty may be assessed under this subsection
until the person charged is given notlice and
an opportunity for a hearing on the charge.
The Secretary of Transportation may assess
and collect any civil penalty incurred under
this subsection and, in his discretion, may
remit, mitigate, or compromise any penally
until the matier is referred to the Attorney
General If a person against whom a civil
penally is assessed under this subseclion
fails to pay that penalty, an action may be
commenced in the district court of the
United States for any district in which the
violation occurs for such penalty.”.

(d) Section 510 of the General Bridge Act
of 1946 (60 Stat. 847; 33 U.S.C. 533) is
amended—

(1) by inserting “(a)" after “Sec. 510.";

(2) by striking out “who fails"” each place
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
“who willfully fails”, by striking out “who
refuses” and inserting in lieu thereof “who
willfully refuses”, and by striking oul “oth-
erwise violates” and inserting in lieu thereof
“otherwise willfully violates"; and

f3) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsection.

“{b) Whoever violates any provision of
this Act, or any order issued under this Act,
shall be liable to a civil penalty of not more
than $1,000. Each day a violation continues
shall be deemed a separate offense. No penal-
ty may be assessed under this subsection
until the person charged is given notice and
an opportunity for a hearing on the charge.
The Secretary of Transportation may assess
and collect any civil penalty incurred under
this subsection and, in his discretion, may
remil, mitigate, or compromise any penalty
until the matter is referred Lo the Atiorney
General. If a person against whom a civil
penalty is assessed der this subsection
Jfails to pay that penally, an action may be
commenced in the district court of the
United States for any district in which the
violation occurs for such penalty.”.

SEec. 109. The Act entitled “An Act to con-
stitute a Bureau of Navigation in the Treas-
ury Department”, enacted July 5, 1884 (23
Stat. 118), is amended by adding at the end
of section 8 (as added by section 9 of Public
Law 97-136) the following new subsection.

“td) In any case in which an inspection or
examinalion is delegaled under subsection
fa) to the American Bureau of Shipping, or

cretion, may remit, mitigate, or ¢ promise
any penalty until the matter is referred to
the Attorney General. If a person against
whom a civil penalty is assessed under this
subsection fails to pay that penally, an
action may be commenced in the district
court of the United States for any district in
gh.i,ch the violation occurs for such penal-

fe) Section § of the Act entitled “An Act to
regulate the construction of bridges over

navigable waters”, enacted March 23, 1906
(33 U.S.C. 495; 34 Stat. 85), is amended—
(1) by inserting “(a)” after “Sec. 5.”;

similar American classification sociely, or
agent thereof, such Bureau, sociely, or
agent, as the case may be, shall maintain
within the United States complete files of all
information derived from or necessarily
connected with such inspection or examina-
tion for not less than two years after the
vessel with respect to which the inspection
or examination is made ceases to be certifi-
cated and shall permit access to such files at
all reasonable times to any member of the
Coast Guard designated as a marine inspec-
tor and serving in a position as a marine
inspector or designated in writing by the
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Commandant of the Coast Guard to have
such access.”.

Sec. 110. Section 4417a of the Revised
Statutes of the United States (46 U.S.C.
391a) is amended by striking out paragraph
(11) and inserting in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:

“f11) PERSONNEL AND MANNING STANDARDS
FOR FOREIGN VESSELS.—The Secretary shall—

“lA) periodically evaluate the manning,
training, qualification, and watchkeeping
standards promulgated by the certificating
state of any foreign vessel which operates on
or enters the navigable waters of the United
States, and transfers oil or hazardous mate-
rials in any port or place under the jurisdic-
tion of the United States; and

“IB) determine, after each -evaluation
made under clause (4), whether the foreign
state, whose system for licensing and certifi-
cation of seafarers was evaluated, has stand-
ards which are comparable to or more strin-
gent than United States standards or inter-
national standards which are accepted by
the United States.”.

Sec. 111, Section 4417ar19) of the Revised
Statutes of the United States (46 U.S.C.
391a(19)) is repealed.

Sec. 112. (a) Section 34 of the Federal Boat
Safety Act of 1971 (46 U.S.C. 1483) is amend-
ed by striking out “$1,000” and inserting in
lieu thereof “$5,000".

(b) Section 35(b) of the Federal Boat
Safety Act of 1971 (46 U.S.C. 1484(b)) is
amended by striking out “$500” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “$1,000".

Sec. 113. The Commandant of the Coast
Guard shall review Coast Guard policies
and procedures for towing and salvage of
disabled vessels in order to further minimize
the possibility of Coast Guard competition
or interference with private towing activi-
ties or other commercial enterprise.

Sec. 114. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the number of full-time civil-
ian employees of the Coast Guard shall be
maintained at a level not less than five
thousand four hundred and eighly-four
throughout fiscal years 1983 and 1984.

Sec. 115. (a)f1) Chapler 3 of title 14,
United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new section:
“§ 52, Vice admirals, continuity of grade

“The continuity of an officer’s precedence
on the active duty promotion list, date of
rank, grade, pay, and allowances as a vice
admiral shall not be interrupted by the ter-
mination of an appointment for the purpose
of reappointment to another position as a
vice admiral.”.

f2) The analysis of chapter 3 of title 14,
United Stales Code, is amended by adding
the following new item after the item relat-
ing to section 51:

“52. Vice admirals, continuity of grade.”.

(bJ(1) Section 368 of title 14, United States
Code, is repealed.

f2) The analysis of chapter 11 of title 14,
Un:ted States Code, is amended by striking
out:

“368. Discharge in case of underage enlist-
ment."”.

fe) Section 93 of title 14, United States
Code, is amended by—

(1) striking out “and” at the end of subsec-
tion (p);

(2) striking out the period at the end of
subsection (q) and inserting in lieu thereof
“cand " and

(3) adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:
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“fr) provide medical and dental care for
personnel entitled thereto by law or regula-
tion, including care in private facilities."”,

SEc. 116. Section 306(f) of title 37, United
States Code, is amended by siriking out
“The Secretary of Transportation shall
make a similar report for the Coast Guard
when the Coast Guard is not operating as a
service in the Navy.”.

SEc. 117. Paragraph (1) of the first section
of the Act entitled “An Act to authorize ap-
propriations for the Coast Guard for fiscal
vear 1982, and for other purposes” (95 Stat.
1705; Public Law 97-136) is amended by
striking out “$1,404,800,000” and inserting
in lieu thereof “$1,548,800,000".

Sec. 118. fa)(1) Section 33fa) of the Feder-
al Boat Safely Act of 1971 (46 U.S.C.
1482(a)) is amended by adding al the end
thereof the following: “The Secretary shall,
not less often than once a year, publish
notice in the Federal Register for solicita-
tion of nominations for membership on the
Council.”.

f2) Section 33(b) of the Federal Boat
Safety Act of 1971 (46 U.S.C. 1482(b)) is
amended by adding al the end thereof the
following: “The Council is authorized to
make available to Congress any informa-
tion, advice, and recommendations which
the Council is authorized to give lo the Sec-
re e

(3) Section 33fc) of the Federal Boat
Safety Act of 1971 (46 U.S.C. 1482(c)) is
amended by striking out “when engaged in
the dulies of the Council” and inserting in
lieu thereof "“while altending meetings of the
Council”.

fb)(1) Section 193 of title 14, United States
Code, is amended in the first sentence by in-
serting before the period the following: “for,
in the case of a member of the Committee
who is an officer or employee of the Uniled
States, who shall receive no additional pay
?ea: account of his service on the Commit-

)

f2) Section 193 of title 14, United States
Code, is amended by adding al the end
thereof the following: “The Secretary shall,
not less often than once a year, publish
notice in the Federal Register for solicila-
tion of nominations for membership on the
Advisory Committee. The Advisory Commil-
tee is authorized to make available to Con-
gress any information, advice, and recom-
mendations which the Advisory Commilttee
is authorized lo give to the Secretary or the
Commandant.”,

fe)i1) Section 5(a) of the Inland Naviga-
tional Rules Act of 1980 (33 U.5.C. 2073(a))
is amended by adding at the end thereaf the
Sfollowing: “The Secretary shall, not less
often than once a year, publish notice in the
Federal Register for solicitation of nomi
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Sfollowing: “The Secretary shall not less
often than once a year, publish notice in the
Federal Register for solicitation of nomina-
tions for membership on the Commilttee.”.

(2) Subsection (c) of the first section is
amended by adding al the end thereof the
following: “The Commillee is authorized to
make available to Congress any informa-
tion, advice, and recommendations which
the Commiltee is authorized to give lo the
Secrelary.”.

f3) Subsection (d) of the first section is
amended by adding before the first sentence
the following: “Members of the Commitlee
who are not officers or employees of the
United States shall serve without pay and
members of the Committee who are officers
or employees of the United States shall re-
ceive no additional pay on account of their
service on the Commiltee. While away from
their homes or regular places of business,
members of the Committee may be allowed
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu
of subsistence, as authorized by section 5703
of title 5, United States Code.”.

fe)(1) The Secretary of the department in
which the Coast Guard is operating shall,
nol less often than once a year, publish
notice in the Federal Register for solicila-
tion of nominations for membership on any
advisory committee established administra-
tively for the purpose of giving advice and
recommendations to such Secretary or the
Commandant of the Coast Guard with re-
spect to functions of the Coast Guard.

f2) Any advisory commitiee described in
paragraph (1) of this subsection is author-
ized to make available to Congress any in-
formation, advice, and recommendations
which the committee is authorized to give to
the Secretary of the department in which the
Coast Guard is operating or the Comman-
dant of the Coast Guard.

(3) Members of any advisory commitlee
described in paragraph (1) of this subsection
who are nol officers or employees of the
United States shall serve without pay and
members of any such committee who are of-
ficers or employees of the United Stales shall
receive no additional pay on account of
their service on such committee. While away
Sfrom their homes or regular places of busi-
ness, members of any such commitlee may
be allowed travel expenses, including per
diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by
section 5703 of title 5, United States Code.

Sec, 119. Section 4450fa) of the Revised
Statutes of the United States (46 U.S.C.
239(a)) is amended in the first sentence by
inserting “or to the loss aof life involved in
such casualty” after “‘of such casualty”.

SEC. 120. Section 4450 of the Revised Stat-
utes of the United States (46 U.S.C. 239) is

tions for membership on the Council.”.

(2) Section 5(b) of the Inland Navigation-
al Rules Act of 1980 (33 U.S.C. 2073(b)) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
Jollowing: “The Council is authorized to
make available to Congress any informa-
tion, advice, and recommendations which
the Council is authorized to give to the Sec-
retary.”.

(3) Section 5(c) of the Inland Navigational
Rules Act of 1980 (33 U.S.C. 2073fc)) is
amended by striking out “or while otherwise
engaged in the business of the Council’ and
by striking out *, including traveltime”.

fd) The Act entitled “An Act to establish a
Towing Safety Advisory Commitiee in the
Department of Transportation™ (33 U.S.C.
1231a; 94 Stat. 1521) is amended as follows:

(1) Subsection (b) of the first section is
amended by adding at the end thereof the

fa) by redesignaling subsections (j/ and
(k) as subsections (k) and (1), respectively;
and

fb) by inserting after subsection (i) the fol-
lowing new subsection.

“fj)t1) The Commandant of the Coast
Guard shall notify the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the
Senate and the Commillee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries of the House of Repre-
sentatives of any hearing involving the in-
vestigation of a major marine casually in-
volving loss of life under subsection fa)
before such hearing occurs.

“t2) The Commandant of the Coast Guard
shall submit to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the
Senate and to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries of the House of Repre-
sentatives any information on major
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marine casualties which is requested lo be
submilled by either of the commiltees or the
chairman of either of the committees if the
submission of such information is not pro-
hibited by any other statute of the United
States.”.

Sec. 121. It is the sense of the Congress
that the President and the Coast Guard
should give the search and rescue operations
of the Coast Guard a high priority.

TITLE II

Sec. 201. This title may be ciled as the
“Sailing School Vessels Act of 1982".

SEC. 202. The Act entitled “An Act to re-
quire the inspection and certification of cer-
tain vessels carrying passengers”, enacted
May 10, 1956 (46 U.S.C. 390 el seq.; 70 Stal.
151), is amended as follows:

(1) Subsection fa) of the first seclion is
amended by inserting “, or any guest on
board a sailing school vessel" after “pur-
poses” in paragraph (5). Such subsection is
Sfurther amended by striking out “or” at the
end of paragraph (5), by striking oul the
period al the end of paragraph (6) and in-
serting in lieu thereaf ‘s or”, and by adding
at the end thereof the following:

“t7) any sailing school instructor or sail-
ing school student.”.

f2) Section 2(a) is amended by striking out
“and each freight-carrying vessel,” and in-
serting in lieu thereof ", each freight-carry-
ing vessel, and each sailing school vessel”.
Section 2fa)(3) is amended by striking out
“and the crew” and inserting in lieu thereof
“ crew, sailing school students and sailing
school instructions™.

f3) Section 3 is amended by striking out
“and freight-carrying vessels” and inserting
in lieu thereof *, freight-carrying vessels,
and sailing school vessels”. Section 3 is fur-

ther amended by striking out “and crew,”
and inserting in lieu thereof “, crew, sailing
school students, and sailing school instrue-
tors,” and by inserting after “number of pas-
sengers” the following: *,

sailing school stu-
dents, and sailing school instructors”.

(4) Sections 4fa), 4(b), and 5 are each
amended by striking out “or freight-carrying
vessel” each place it appears and inserting
in lieu thereof “, freight-carrying vessel, or
sailing school vessel”.

(5) Section 5 is further amded by d'.esig-
naling the eristing language, Y
this Act, as subsection (a) and by adding at
the end thereof the following new subsection.’

“fb) Whoever violates any rule or regula-
tion of this Act shall be liable to a civil pen-
alty of not more than $1,000. Each day a
violation continues shall be deemed a sepa-
rate offense. No penally may be assessed
under this subsection wuntil the person
charged is given notice and an opportunity
Jor a hearing on the charge. The Secretary of
the Department in which the Coast Guard is
operating may assess and collect any civil
penalty incurred under this subsection and,
in his diseretion, may remil, mitigate, or
compromise any penalty until the matter is
referred to the Attorney General. If a person
against whom a civil penally is assessed
under this subsection fails to pay that pen-
alty, an action may be commenced in the
district court of the United States for any
distriet in which the violation occurs for
such penalty.”.

(6) The first section is further amended by
adding at the end thereof the following:

“¢f) The term ‘sailing instruction’ means
teaching, research, and practical exrperience
in the operation of vessels propelled primar-
ily by sail and may include any subjects re-
lated thereto and to the sea, including dbui
not limited to seamanship, navigation,
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oceanography, other nautical and marine
sciences, and marilime history and litera-
ture.

“fg) The term ‘sailing school vessel’ means
a vessel which the Secretary finds to be less
than five hundred gross tons, carrying six or
more individuals who are sailing school stu-
dents or sailing school instruclors, princi-
pally equipped for propulsion by sail, wheth-
er or not the vessel has any auriliary means
of propulsion, and owned or demise char-
tered and operated by an organization de-
scribed in section 501(c/(3) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 and exempt from lax
under section 501(a) of such Code, as now or
hereafter amended, or by any State or politi-
cal subdivision thereof, during such times as
the vessel is operated by such organization
or State or political subdivision exclusively
Jfor the purposes of sailing instruction.

“fh) The term ‘sailing school instructor’
means any person who is aboard a sailing
school vessel for the purpose of furnishing
sailing instruction. Such term does not in-
clude any operator or member of the crew of
such a vessel who is among those required to
be aboard the vessel to meel requirement es-
tablishing under section 3 of this AcL

“fi) The term ‘sailing school student’
means any person who is aboard a sailing
school vessel for the purpose of receiving
sailing instruction.”.

SEc. 203. Section 13(b) of the Act of March
4, 1915 (46 U.S.C. 672(b)), is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraph’

“i4) ‘Able seaman-sail’ gqualified for serv-
ice on any walers shall have at least six
months’ service on deck on sailing school
ships, oceanographic research vessels potw-
ered primarily by sail, or equivalent sailing
vessels operating on the oceans or navigable
waters of the Uniled Sltates including the
Great Lakes.”.

Sec. 204. Sailing school students and sail-
ing school instructors shall not be consid-
ered to be seamen under the provisions of
titles 52 and 53 of the Revised Statutes of
the United States and any Act amendatory
thereof or supplementary therelo, or for the
purposes of the maritime law doctrines of
maintenance and cure or warranty of sea-
worthiness.

SEc. 205. Each owner or charterer of a sail-
ing school vessel shall maintain evidence of
his or her financial responsibility to meet
any liability incurred for death or injury to
sailing school students or sailing school in-
structors on voyages aboard the vessel, in an
amount not less than $50,000 for each stu-
dent or instructor. Such financial responsi-
bility may be evidenced by policies of insur-
ance or other adequate financial resources.

Sec. 206. For the purposes of section 3 of
the Act of February 17, 1898 (46 U.S.C. 291),
and section 27 of the Merchant Marine Act,
1920 (46 U.S.C. 883), a sailing school vessel
shall not be deemed to be a merchant vessel
or a vessel engaged in trade or commerce.

Sec. 207. For purposes of sections 203, 204,
205, 206, and 208 of this title, the terms
“sailing school students”, “sailing school in-
structor”, and “sailing school vessel” have
the meaning given such terms in the first
section of the Act entitled "An Act to require
the inspection and certification of certain
vessels carrying passengers”, enacted May
5‘0&:958 (46 U.8.C. 390) as amended by this

SEc. 208. (a) The Secretary of the depart-
ment in which the Coast Guard is operating
shall, after consultation with represenia-
tives of the private sector having experience
in the operation of vessels likely to be certi-

Sepiember 27, 1982

fied as sailing school vessels, bul not later
than 18 months after the date of enactment
of this title, prescribe rules and regulalions
to carry out this tille including the amend-
ments made by this title. Such rules and reg-
ulations shall reflect the specialized nature
of sailing school vessel operations, and the
character, design, and construction of ves-
sels operating as sailing school vessels, and
shall include requirements for notice to sail-
ing school students and sailing school in-
structors regarding the specialized nature of
sailing school vessels and applicable safety
regulations. Any manning requirement im-
posed with respect to sailing school vessels
shall take into account the participation of
sailing school students and sailing school
instructors in the operalion of such vessels.

(b} Sections 202, 203, 204, 205, 206, and 207
of this tille and the amendments made by
such sections shall take effect eighteen
months after the date of enactment of this
Act or on the date upon which the rules and
regulations referred to in subsection (a) take
effect, whichever is earlier.

@ Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr, President, I
am pleased to bring before the Senate
once again S. 2252, an act to authorize
appropriations for the Coast Guard
for fiscal years 1983 and 1984.

S. 2252 was originally reported by
the Commerce Committee this past
spring following indepth hearings on
the state of the Coast Guard. Those
hearings firmly established that the
Coast Guard continues to be overbur-
dened, undermanned, and underfund-
ed to properly carry out the numerous
functions which Congress has required
of it. Every year we ask the Coast
Guard to do more and more, to find
more drug traffickers, to save more
fishermen who have overturned their
boats at sea, to inspect more vessels, to
rescue more recreational bosaters, to
assist the Navy in its national security
role, to prevent and clean up oil spills;
and yet we fail to provide the budget
and personnel the Coast Guard needs
to carry out their missions.

I can speak from personal experi-
ence in Oregon, I have been on Coast
Guard boats, in Coast Guard helicop-
ters, and been involved in some search
and rescue missions. There is no gov-
ernmental organization in the State of
Oregon that is held in higher esteem
than the Coast Guard. I am personally
going to do everything as a Senator
and as chairman of the Commerce
Committee to make sure that the
budget is as full and as fair as we can
possibly make it. I hope to be able to
convince the President that indeed in
this particular area it is pennywise and
pound foolish to be as cautious and
weary of funding as this and other ad-
ministrations have been with the
Coast Guard in the past.

I know that I have tremendous
Senate support in this endeavor.
During hearings, Senators JoHN
CHAFEE, BiLL. CoHEN, CHRISTOPHER
Dopp, GEORGE MITCcHELL, and CLAI-
BORNE PELL all appeared before the
Commerce Committee to testify on
the urgent need for sufficient funding.
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Last winter, 33 Senators joined me in
urging that the Appropriations Com-
mittee appropriate funding commen-
surate with that authorized by the
Commerce Committee. These 33 Mem-
bers represented all geographical areas
of the country and both sides of the
aisle. Whether chiefly concerned with
the immigration patrol, drug interdic-
tion, search and rescue, or national se-
curity functions, all were united in our
belief that the Coast Guard must be
adequately funded.

The Congressional Research Service
this year completed a major study on
the state of the U.S. Coast Guard, and
it, too, confirmed that the service
simply must have the basic resources
to carry out its multiple missions
which include enforcement of laws
and treaties—including fisheries en-
forcement—port and environmental
safety, marine and environmental re-
sponse, waterways management,
bridge administration, aids-to-naviga-
tion—lighthouses—ice breaking, com-
mercial vessel safety, recreational
boating safety, search and rescue, and
marine science support.

Just last week, the General Account-
ing Office completed a study of the
Coast Guard concluding that the serv-
ice is too small and undermanned to
perform all of the tasks assigned to it.
The study stated that the Coast
Guard is considerably strained by:
‘“First, an overall shortage of re-
sources, such as money and personnel;
and second, inherent equipment limi-
tations.”

Thus the record has been clearly es-
tablished through hearings on both
the Senate and House side, through
the Congressional Research Service,
through the General Accounting
Office, and through continued strong
bipartisan efforts, that the Coast
Guard must receive significantly more,
not less, congressional support in the
future.

It is against this backdrop, and the
budget-necessitated cutbacks in serv-
ices which have occured this past year,
that support for the Coast Guard is
growing even stronger.

Thus, after the Senate concluded its
consideration of S. 2252, passed by
unanimous consent this past spring,
the House voted 348 to 25 to increase
the authorization levels considerably
over that contained in the Senate-
passed version. For fiscal year 1983 the
House would authorize $263 million
over the Senate bill, for a total of
$2.88 billion. For fiscal year 1984, the
House would increase the authoriza-
tion by $77 million, for a total of $3.14
billion.

When the House-amended version of
S. 2252 was returned to the Senate in
early August, many of us were pre-
pared to accept the higher House
numbers. Those higher numbers only
reflect what the Coast Guard claims it
needs simply to continue the current

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

level of services. Any reduction in
those figures according to the Coast
Guard would result in a reduction in
services. It is my belief that the Coast
Guard, like any other branch of the
Federal Government, can take cost
saving measures—such as consolida-
tion of recruiting offices. However, in
light of the continued cutbacks in
services, the CRS and GAO reports,
we were not prepared to return to the
original Senate figures. The result is a
compromise agreed upon by the Com-
merce Committee and Budget Com-
mittee which returns to the very ade-
quate Senate figures for fiscal year
1984, but seeks a balance between the
Senate and House authorized figures
for fiscal year 1983.

In addition to the Coast Guard au-
thorization, this bill contains provi-
sions of another piece of legislation
which has bipartisan support and is, to
my knowledge, without controversy. S.
2691 amends Coast Guard regulation
of sailing school ships. The language
found in this bill reflects the close co-
operation and attention to detail by
both majority and minority staff, to-
gether with the expertise of the Coast
Guard.

It is our sincere hope that the House
will agree to this compromise and
adopt S. 2252 as amended by the
Senate today.e
® Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am
pleased today to rise in support of the
Coast Guard Authorization Act for
1983 and 1984. The Coast Guard plays
a vital role in the Pacific Northwest,
and in the Nation, in its responsibil-
ities for fisheries enforcement, drug
interdiction, commercial vessel safety,
pollution control, immigration en-
forcement, and search and rescue, to
name only some of its duties. Yet the
Coast Guard, with its ever-expanding
responsibilities, is historically under-
funded and underequipped to handle
these vital tasks. In the Pacific North-
west, with the advent of the 200-mile
Fisheries Conservation Zone, the
Coast Guard’s responsibilities for fish-
eries enforcement alone have greatly
increased. Yet there has been no com-
mensurate increase in Coast Guard re-
sources.

In my judgment, this legislation,
which I am proud to have cosponsored
since its introduction, strikes the right
balance between recognition of our
current fiscal crisis and the need to
have a well-equipped naval force to
protect and regulate our marine and
maritime interests. I urge my col-
leagues to join in enthusiastically sup-
porting the Coast Guard authoriza-
tions bill for 1983 and 1984.

Mr. President, title II of this bill in-
corporates with several modifications
the provisions of S. 2601, the Sailing
School Vessels Act of 1982, which I in-
troduced with Senators PAcCKwoOOD,
PELL, and CHAFEE earlier this year.
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The purpose of this title is to direct
the Coast Guard to promulgate regu-
lations which are suited to the particu-
lar characteristics of sailing school
vessels. Sailing school vessels are oper-
ated by nonprofit educational institu-
tions for the exclusive purpose of
teaching students a variety of mari-
time-related subjects.

The legislation would amend section
46 U.S.C. 390 to include sailing school
ships within a category now limited to
small passenger and small freight-car-
rying vessels. At present, sailing school
ships are regulated either as if they
were oceanographic research or large
passenger carrying vessels.

The Coast Guard would be required
to issue final regulations within 18
months to provide as necessary for the
design, construction, alteration, or
repair of sailing school vessels, and for
their operation, including manning re-
quirements and crew qualifications.
More specific regulations in the areas
of vessel stability, compartmentation,
and utility systems, where sailing
ships may differ significantly from
other vessel types, may also be neces-
sary.

There are numerous well-built his-
toric and classic wooden sailboats that
this country should insure are main-
tained, used, and appreciated. These
vessels need gainful employment to be
maintained and survive. Many are per-
fectly suited for use as sailing school
ships. Rather than render them obso-
lete for all but maritime museums, the
Coast Guard should devise a well-tai-
lored set of rules that will assure their
continued utilization, consistent with
basic safety.

Mr. President, I encourage passage
of the Coast Guard authorization bill
with amendments to establish a dis-
tinct class of sailing school vessels.@
® Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr., President,
today we are considering 8. 2252, the
Coast Guard Authorization Act for
fiscal years 1983 and 1984, as amended.
This is the second time we have taken
such a bill up for consideration this
year, and it represents a compromise
between funding levels that have been
previously approved in both the House
and Senate. I strongly urge its enact-
ment by Members of this body, as it is
a necessary step toward insuring a
continued strong contribution by the
Coast Guard to the overall national in-
terest of the United States.

Over the past decade, we in the Con-
gress, as well as those in prior adminis-
trations, have repeatedly asked the
Coast Guard to perform new and en-
hanced responsibilities. Always ready
to serve, the Coast Guard took on
these tasks, many times without the
necessary resources it required to ade-
quately perform them.

As time passed, and funding levels
have been either held constant or re-
duced, the Coast Guard has been
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forced to make some difficult deci-
sions—either try to carry on as best as
possible or be forced to cut back per-
sonnel levels and mothball equipment.
To the armchair critics at the Office
of Management and Budget, this
meant the Coast Guard was operating
inefficiently, necessitating, in their
minds, substantial reductions. Finally,
in light of the drastic cutbacks pro-
posed by the administration earlier
this year, Congress provided emergen-
cy supplemental funds necessary to
keep those facilities in operation
through the end of the current fiscal
Year.

The Coast Guard of today cannot be
continually asked to do more and more
with less and less. S. 2252 provides us
with an opportunity to correct this sit-
uation in order to preserve the Coast
Guard for at least the next 2 fiscal
years, authorizing $5.9 billion. Over
the 2-year period, this will allow the
Coast Guard to begin to adequately
perform its many duties. S. 2252, as
amended, also contains a number of
minor changes in law which I believe
will help guarantee the most effective
use of those Coast Guard resources
which are available.

There are some among us, Mr. Presi-
dent, who fear that by passing S. 2252
we will provide authority for funding
far in excess of the fiscal year 1983
budget resolution. They claim that in
the past, the Coast Guard authoriza-
tion bill has tended to be fully funded
by the Appropriations Committees,
and that by passing this bill those
committees will be under pressure to
provide the entire authorization level,
thereby making it a “budget buster.”

Mr. President, I do not agree with
this one iota. The total pot of money
allocated to the Appropriations Com-
mittee is limited; how it decides to dis-
tribute that money among specific
programs is the prerogative of that
committee and subsequently subject to
approval by this body. While I urge
the full funding of S. 2252 by the Ap-
propriations Committee, I do not an-
ticipate that such action will cause
any particular spending bill to exceed
the total specified by the budget reso-
lution. Futhermore, because such a
large percentage of the overage comes
in 1984, we in Congress will have more
than enough time to review those
levels later and make any necessary
changes in priorities.

S. 2252, as it now comes before us,
represents a compromise which I be-
lieve will be acceptable to Members of
both the House and Senate. It pro-
vides a level of funding needed to ade-
quately support the Coast Guard and I
therefore strongly support it.e

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
have before us today S. 2252, the
Coast Guard authorization bill for
fiscal years 1983 and 1984,

This bill passed the Senate by voice
vote last May. The Senate bill was sub-
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sequently amended by the House,
passed, and returned to the Senate.
Today, the Commerce Committee is
proposing that we approve a further
amendment to the bill and return it to
the House.

The further amendment being pro-
posed by the Commerce Committee
represents a compromise between the
authorization levels that have previ-
ously been passed by the House and
Senate. I am willing to agree to the
proposed compromise, but I would like
to point out my concern about the au-
thorization levels, particularly for
fiscal year 1984.

S. 2252 authorizes funds for Coast
Guard operations, capital expendi-
tures, research and development, and
benefits for retired personnel for fiscal
years 1983 and 1984. The 2-year au-
thorization total as originally passed
by the Senate was $5.8 billion. The 2-
year total as passed the House was
$6.1 billion. The proposed compromise
before us today would authorize $5.9
billion for the 2-year period.

Mr. President, these amounts com-
pare to the levels in the first budget
resolution as follows:

The original Senate-passed level is
$700 million over the first budget reso-
lution;

The House-passed level is $1 billion
over the resolution level; and

The proposed compromise before us
today is $800 million over the resolu-
tion.

Most of this coverage occurs in fiscal
year 1984.

I recognize, Mr. President, that this
is an authorization bill and that the
final budget levels will ultimately be
set in the appropriations process. But
I want to make sure that the Senate
understands that, if past experience is
a guide, the actual appropriations are
likely to exceed the budget resolution
levels. During the fiscal years 1979
through 1982, actual appropriations
amounted to 99 percent of the author-
ized levels.

I am sure we all understand why this
is the case. These are important and
popular programs. Over half the
Senate represents coastal or Great
Lakes States. And in the past several
years the Coast Guard has taken or
expanded missions and responsibil-
ities. During the 4-year period, be-
tween fiscal year 1978 and fiscal year
1982, appropriations have increased by
T8 percent, including a special $300
million transfer from the Department
of Defense in fiscal year 1982.

Mr. President, I do not mean to
downplay the importance of the Coast
Guard in any way. But if we continue
to fund Coast Guard programs in
fiscal years 1983 and 1984 with the

same zeal that has occurred in the pre-
vious 4 years, we will either have to
cut other programs below existing
levels or we will exceed our budget tar-
gets.
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I have agreed to the proposed com-
promise because I believe it is the best
we can achieve at this point. But I
hope that the Appropriations Commit-
tee will give Coast Guard appropria-
tions special scrutiny this year and
next with the aim of making sure that
our overall budget targets are not ex-
ceeded. I, for one, will do whatever I
can to assist the Appropriations Com-
mittee in this effort, and I call on my
colleagues to do likewise.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Tennessee.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
motion was agreed to.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR CHILES ON TOMOR-
ROW

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, while
we await final clearance on the Sallie
Mae conference report, I ask unani-
mous consent that on tomorrow, after
the recognition of the two leaders
under the standing order, the Senator
from Florida (Mr. CHILES) be recog-
nized on a special order of not to
exceed 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have
two requests that I believe have been
cleared by the minority and I will
state them now for the consideration
of the acting minority leader and for
other Senators,

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR COM-
MITTEE ON FINANCE TO FILE
REFORT TO ACCOMPANY H.R.
6056

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Finance have until midnight to-
night to file a report to accompany
H.R. 6056.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER THAT HOUSE CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION 412 BE
HELD AT THE DESK

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, once the
Senate receives from the House of
Representatives House Concurrent
Resolution 412, commemorating the
USDA Graduate School, it be held at
the desk pending further disposition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
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ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, there
are perhaps two other matters to be
dealt with and, while we await final
clearance, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I under-
stand now that the minority is in a po-
sition to clear consideration of the
conference report on Sallie Mae.
Could I inquire of the acting minority
leader if that is the case?

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. That is
correct.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator.

SALLIE MAE TECHNICAL AMEND-
OF 1982—CONFERENCE

MENTS
REPORT

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I submit
a report of the committee of confer-
ence on S. 2852 and ask for its immedi-
ate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
report will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill (S.
2582) to amend section 439 of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 to make a technical
amendment relating to priority of indebted-
ness, to provide for the family contribution
schedule for student financial assistance for
academic years 1983-84, and 1984-85, and
for other purposes, having met, after full
and free conference, have agreed to recom-
mend and do recommend to their respective
Houses this report, signed by all of the con-
ferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the Senate will proceed
to the consideration of the conference
report.

(The conference report will be print-
ed in the House proceedings of the
RECORD.)

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, it is
with great satisfaction that I submit
for Senate approval the conference
report on S. 2852, now known as the
Student Financial Assistance Amend-
ments Act of 1982. In conference with
the House last Thursday, Senators
StarFoRrD, PELL, RANDOLPH, and myself
reached what I feel to be a very satis-
factory resolution of some difficult
issues.

There was general agreement on the
great majority of differences between
S. 2852 and H.R. T048; agreement in-
suring that the Pell grant program
will continue to function in the most
equitable way under current condi-
tions; agreement that veterans' eligi-
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bility for Pell grants will be substan-
tially restored this year using already
appropriated funds; agreement that
the Student Loan Marketing Associa-
tion (Sallie Mae) will continue to be
able to provide the vital secondary
market for student loans by selling its
bonds on the private market. In addi-
tion, the House agreed to back up loan
disclosure protection for student bor-
TOWETs.

On the difficult question of extend-
ing Sallie Mae’s profitable loan con-
solidation authority to the State loan
guarantee agencies, the conferees
reached a compromise providing that
Sallie Mae’s own authority to consoli-
date will terminate as of August 1,
1983. This will give Congress the op-
portunity to consider, after the issu-
ance of a GAO review report in March,
the entire consolidation program and
its extension to the State agencies.
This preserves to students the consoli-
dation option in the interim and in-
sures that healthy, cost-saving recom-
mendations arising from the report
will promptly be addressed.

Finally, all of these beneficial
amendments will be accomplished at
no additional cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment. I urge prompt and fayorable
Senate action.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President,
today Senator HaTcH, Senator PELL,
Senator RawporpH, and myself are
bringing before the full Senate for
consideration the Student Financial
Assistance Technical Amendments of
1982. Late last week, members of the
House-Senate conference committee
on this important legislation came to a
final agreement. I am quite pleased
with the result and I urge my col-
leagues to join with us in passing the
conference report at the earliest possi-
ble time.

Mr. President, this legislation will
greatly improve the student financial
aid delivery system in a number of
ways. First, the needs analysis systems
for both the Pell grant program and
the guaranteed student loan program
are now set in law for academic year
1983-84. This means that millions of
students and their families will no
longer be caught in the struggle be-
tween the Congress and the Depart-
ment of Education over the timely
publication and approval of the family
contribution schedules.

Second, a very serious problem cre-
ated by the Omnibus Reconciliation
Act of 1981 which greatly reduced the
number and amount of Pell grants re-
ceived by our Nation's veterans has
been corrected. The conferees have
even devised a method to take care of
this problem for those veterans affect-
ed in the current school year. Obvious-
ly, it was never the intention of the
Congress that those who have served
our Nation should be penalized when
they apply for Federal student finan-
cial assistance, and the amendments
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contained in our conference report
correct this problem.

Of all the provisions in the Senate-
passed bill, S. 2852, the Senate confer-
ees were constrained to drop just one,
that of State student loan consolida-
tion. As the sponsor of this provision, I
felt strongly that it should be includ-
ed, but faced with the substantial op-
position of my colleagues from the
House, it was clear that an agreement
could not be worked out on this issue.
Instead, the conferrees agreed to ter-
minate the student loan consolidation
authority of Sallie Mae by August 1,
1983, so that the issue of student loan
consolidation could be discussed by
the Congress early next year. As chair-
man of the Senate Education Subcom-
mittee, it would be my intention to act
upon legislation to provide student
loan consolidation authority for the
State guarantee agencies and Sallie
Mae early in the next Congress.

Finally, Mr. President, I want to
thank our full committee chairman
for his tremendous handling of this
bill. Senator HaTrcH has proved his fa-
cility in dealing with complicated legis-
lative issues, and he has also, once
again, indicated his strong commit-
ment to our Federal student aid pro-
grams which help low- and middle-
income families send their young
people to college. I want to thank him
for his extraordinary efforts on this
legislation, and its timely consider-
ation and passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the confer-
ence report.

The conference report was agreed to.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate recede from its dis-
agreement to the House amendment
to the title.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the motion is agreed to.

REVISED APPOINTMENT OF
CONFEREES TO H.R. 6267

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am ad-
vised that both sides of the aisle have
agreed to a revision in the appoint-
ment of conferees to H.R. 6267, the
banking bill. If the distinguished
acting minority leader is prepared to
consider that request at this time, I
am prepared to put a request as sug-
gested by the managers.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr.
President, the minority is prepared.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the appoint-
ment of conferees on the part of the
Senate with the House on H.R. 6267
may be amended to read as follows:
Mr. GArN, Mr. TowER, Mr. LUGAR, Mr.
RiIEGLE, and Mr. CRANSTON.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair.
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ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am
standing here in the vain hope that
some other measure may be brought
to my attention that I can ask the
Senate to consider at this point. So
that we can fully explore that possibil-
ity, I am going to wait a few moments
before I ask the Senate to go into
recess.

Once again, I regret that we cannot
better utilize the remaining hours in
this day. The hours remaining before
our adjournment for the October cam-
paign season are very few. This after-
noon we have tried to clear a number
of measures for consideration by unan-
imous consent without success.

As I indicated earlier, I am really at
the mercy of the unanimous-consent
process, since there will be no record
votes today. Therefore, a motion to
proceed would be futile since the vote
would be stacked until after 2 p.m. to-
morrow. That is necessitated, as Mem-
bers will recall, because of the reli-
gious holiday which many of our
Members will observe today, and the
arrangement is consistent with the
precedent of the Senate in this case
for many years. Therefore, I must re-
luctantly conclude there is nothing
else to be done.

But, while I wait, perhaps vainly, for
something else to develop, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Will the
Senator withhold?

Mr. BAKER. Yes, I withhold the re-

quest.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr.
President, the majority leader has sev-
eral times asked for volunteers to
submit legislation. In order to accom-
modate the majority leader, the Sena-
tor from Virginia would be very glad
to submit a proposal to the Senate at
this point to mandate a balanced
budget.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I would
not only favor the action but I would
favor the proposal, but I am afraid we
would have to run that through our
regular clearance process on both
sides. If the Senator wishes me to do
that, I will begin that process.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Well, I
will temporarily withdraw that.

Mr. BAKER. I think we both know
that while it is a meritorious proposal,
it has little chance to survive unani-
mous consent on this day. But I am
grateful for the suggestion from the
Senator and I wish it were otherwise.

Mr. President, I am advised now that
the one matter I had hoped for cannot
be cleared this afternoon.

So I would inquire if any Member
has any other matter they wish to ad-
dress to the attention of the Senate. 1
do not hear a rousing chorus of re-
sponse.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

ORDER FOR RECORD TO
REMAIN OPEN UNTIL 4 P.M.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the RECORD
remain open until 4 p.m. this after-
noon for the insertion of statements
or for the introduction of bills, resolu-
tions, petitions, and memorials.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

RECESS UNTIL 9:15 A M.
TOMORROW

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, if there
is no further business to come before
the Senate, I move, in accordance with
the order previously entered, that the
Senate now stand in recess until the
hour of 9:15 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and at
2:18 p.m. the Senate recessed until
Tuesday, September 28, 1982, at 9:15
a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate September 27, 1982:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Richard T. Kennedy, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be Ambassador at Large.

INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDATION
Victor Blanco, of California, to be a
Member of the Board of Directors of the
Inter-American Foundation for a term ex-
piring September 20, 1988, vice Peter Taylor
Jones, term expired.
THE JUDICIARY

Lawrence S. Margolis, of Maryland, to be
a Judge of the U.S. Claims Court for a term
of 15 years vice a new position created by
Public Law 97-164.

Haldane Robert Mayer, of Virginia, to be
a Judge of the U.S. Claims Court for a term
of 15 years vice a new position created by
Public Law 97-164.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

J. Raymond Bell, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be Chairman of the Foreign Claims
Settlement Commission of the United
States for the term expiring September 30,
1985, reappointment.

PusLic HEALTH SERVICE

The following candidate for personnel
action in the regular corps of the Public
Health Service subject to qualifications
therefor as provided by law and regulations:

For appointment: To be Senior Surgeon:

William E. Mayer.

IN THE AIR FORCE

The following-named officer under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 601, to be reassigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
the President under title 10, United States
Code, Section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. Larry D. Welch, = dlIFR,
U.S. Air Force.

The following-named officer under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 8019, for appointment as chief, Air
Force Reserve.

To be chief, Air Force Reserve

Maj. Gen. Sloan R. Gill iV,

Air Force Reserve.
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The following-named officer under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 601, to be reassigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
the President under title 10, United States
Code, section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. John L. Piotrowski, EREtered
EZSRFR, U.S. Air Force.

The following-named officer under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 601, to be assigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
the President under title 10, United States
Code, section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Robert D. Russ, EZEerd
2B FR. U.S. Air Force.

IN THE ARMY

The following-named Army National
Guard of the United States officer for ap-
pointment to the grade of brigadier general
as a Reserve commissioned officer of the
Army under the provision of title 10, United
States Code, sections 593(a) and 3385:

To be brigadier general

Col. Paul J. Kopsch, IEEEeccall

The following-named Army National
Guard of the United States officer for ap-
pointment to the grade of brigadier general
as a Reserve commissioned officer of the
Army under the provision of title 10, United
States Code, sections 593(a) and 3385:

To be brigadier general

Col. Philip B. Finley,

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States to the grade indicated under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tions 611(a) and 624:

To be brigadier general, Chaplain’s Corps

Col Paul O. Forsberg, UsS.
Army.

The following-named officer under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
sections 3036 and 4040, to be appointed as
Assistant Surgeon General (Dental), U.S.
Army:

To be assistant surgeon general (Dental),

U.S. Army

Brig. Gen. Hubert T. Chandler, B2Sraml
Dental Corps, U.S. Army.

The following-named officer to be placed
on the retired list in grade indicated under
the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, section 1370:

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. James B. Vaught, I raccdl
age 56, U.S. Army.

The following-named officer under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 601, to be assigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
the President under title 10, United States
Code, section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Louis C. Menetrey, I Saccll
U.S. Ariny.

The following-named officer to be placed
on the retired list in grade indicated under
the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, section 1370:

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. John Rutherford McGiffert II,
age 56, U.S. Army.

The following-named officer under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 601, to be assigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
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the President under title 10, United States
Code, section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Edward Allen Partain, BEEracal

U.S. Army.
IN THE NAVY

The following-named officer, under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 601, to be assigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
the President under title 10, United States
Code, section 601:

To be vice admiral

Rear Adm. James A. Sagerholm, PEEtea
P23/1120, U.S. Navy.

IN THE AIR FORCE

The following officers for appointment in
the Regular Air Force in the grade indicat-
ed, under the provisions of section 531 and
716, title 10, United States Code, with date
of rank to be determined by the Secretary
of the Air Force.

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE
To be major

Baker, Robert W.,
Divine, Michael D.,

To be caplain

Hale, Cheryl E., IEEa el
Rondeau, Janis M., el

The following officers for appointment in
the Regular Air Force under the provisions
of section 531, title 10, United states Code,
with a view to designation under the provi-
sions of section 8067, title 10, United States
Code, to perform duties indicated, and with
grades and dates of rank to be determined
by the Secretary of the Air Force in accord-
ance with section 533, title 10, United States
Code.

MEDICAL CORPS

Agresti, Francis L., IEScecdl
Antonio, Melvin Q., I acaiicd
Ballard, Thomas W., R ougere
Beato, Ubaldo P., Jr., I accal
Chambers, William D.,
Chaves, Ignacio A.,
Contiguglia, Joseph J.,
Covani, Ricardo N., I acccal
Goodwin, Malcolm N., Jr., IEceccdl
Hicks, Terry R., IR0
Kunkel, Alan R.,
Niemtzow, Richard C.,

DENTAL CORPS

Edgin, Wendell A.,
Ewig, Jon R.,
Helbert, Thomas F.,
McCracken, William D., IB oS ettty
Schindler, William G., Reorereed
The following persons for appointment as
Reserve of the Air Force, in grade indicated,
under the provisions of section 593, title 10,
United States Code, with a view to designa-
tion under the provisions of section 8067,
title 10, United States Code, to perform the
duties indicated.
MEDICAL CORPS
To be colonel
Massa, Emilio (NMN),
To be lieutenant colonel

Aycock, Thomas M.,
Ballerini, Edward A.,
Brown, Thomas, A.,

Easton, Allan B.,

Farrell, Paul W., II,

Gahagan, Thomas G., IS racedll
Haffke, Ernest A., ISl
Howlett, Nelson E., e ety
Larsen, Delbert L.,
Sabir, Mohammed,
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Shave, David W., RIS Seeee
Smith, James A., II1, QEprrorereed
Swedrlow, Arnold B., [Eeeevsres
Torman, Ramon D., JEEUONS I
Vadhansindhu, Permsakdi, BESIOro0ees
Weickgenant, Charles J., Jr., I acsccdll
DENTAL CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel
Wilmert, Wilbur J., IESerrall
The following person for appointment as
Reserve of the Air Force (ANGUS) in the
grade indicated, under the provisions of sec-
tion 593 and 8351, title 10, United States
Code, with a view of designation under the
provisions of section 8067, title 10.
MEDICAL CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel
Gillespie, James T., Sr., IS erdll
The following officer for promotion in the
Air Force Reserve, under the provision of
sections 1552 and 8371, title 10, United
States Code, non-EAD.
LINE OF THE AIR FORCE
To be colonel
Stephenson, Richard K. vl
The following officer for promotion in the
Air Force Reserve, under the provision of
section 8376, title 10, United States Code,
non-EAD.
MEDICAL CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel
Hubbell, Charles G., IEZR ol
The following named officers for perma-
nent promotion in the U.S. Air Force, in ac-
cordance with section 601, title VI, Transi-
tion Provisions, Defense Officer Personnel
Management Act of 1980, with date of rank
to be determined by the Secretary of the
Air Force.
LINE OF THE AIR FORCE
To be lieutenant colonel

Erwin, Roy W., Jr.,

To be magjor

Grove, Richard J., I accdl
CHAPLAIN CORPS
To be magjor
Melson, Lance E., Jr.,
Sherman, Frank W. III,

The following named Air Force officer for
reappointment to the Active Duty list of the
Regular Air Force in the grade indicated
under the provisions of sections 1210 and
1211, Title 10, United States Code.

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE
To be magjor

Bell, Darwin L.,
IN THE AIR FORCE

The following officer for appointment in
the Regular Air Force under the provisions
of section 531, title 10, United States Code,
with grade and date of rank to be deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Air Force.

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE

Arganbright, Michael J., IS arcdll

The following officers for appointment in
the Regular Air Force under the provisions
of section 531, title 10, United States Code,
with a view to designation under the provi-
sions of section 8067, title 10, United States
Code, to perform the duties indicated, and
with grades and dates of rank to be deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Air Force in
accordance with section 533, title 10, United
States Code.

CHAPLAIN CORPS
Tibus, Andrew J.,
BIOMEDICAL SCIENCE CORPS

Jordan, Dick T., Jr.,
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IN THE AIR FORCE

The following-named officers for perma-
nent promotion in the U.S. Air Force, under
the appropriate provisions of chapter 36,
title 10, United States Code, as amended,
with dates of rank to be determined by the
Secretary of the Air Force.

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE
To be lieutenant colonel

Arganbright, Michael., Jr., I Starrdll
Crawford, Donald E.,
Daigre, Richard G., IEZrerrall
Duchamp, Eugene A., 111, I Stercill
Eychner, George L.,
Fontaine, Richard M., el
Garlow, Robert M.,
Hansen, Jay W.,
Larkin, Michael E.,
Mills, Rix M.,
Ryanczak, Michael P.,
Stuart, John E. I rercall
Thompson, Charles A.,
Worthen, Russell F., IEarercdll
Yonke, Gary L.,
CHAPLAIN
To be major

Tibus, Andrew J.,

BIOMEDICAL SCIENCE CORPS

Jordan, Dick T., Jr., IRl
IN THE AIR FORCE
The following officers for appointment in
the Regular Air Force under the provisions
of section 531, title 10, United States Code,
with grades and dates of rank to be deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Air Force.

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE
Amick, Leonard B., Jr.,
Bailey, William R.,
Bonen, Carolyn A.,

Breault, Richard L., S re s
Chapel, Jason A.,
Clearman, Jerry D., [l
Cox, Richard C., Jr., I accdl
Flynn, Richard W.,
Hale, Frank J., I arccall
Hedin, Warren T.,
Holford, William L.,
Holliday, Roscoe C., Jr.,
Joyce, Nathan H., I arcal
Koeteeuw, Richard 1., Il
Lawter, Daniel R., e
Marks, Ronald J., e al
Mock, Joseph W.,
Obrien, Thomas A.,
Rosenberg, Maury,
Sanborn, Alden R., Jr., I carccdl
Shapira, Frank N., el
Smith, Robert N., I acatccd
Vanscoy, Michael R.,
White, Roy C.,

Williamson, James M., III,

York, Joseph B,
Zickler, Malcolm S.,

The following officers for appointment in
the Regular Air Force under the provisions
of section 531, title 10, United States Code,
with a veiw to designation under the provi-
sions of section 8067, title 10, United States
Code, to perform the duties indicated, and
with grades and dates of rank to be deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Air Force in
accordance with section 533, title 10, United
States Code.

CHAPLAIN CORPS

Mabher, Robert G., el

JUDGE ADVOCATE CORPS

Hartman, Donald F., Jr., S arcdl
Meek, Philip A.,
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Ohair, Richard F., ERSTevrEl Robbins, James W., Dronen, Steven C.,
Pereira, Miguel A., Robinson, Paul M., EETErErTa Duston, Margaret A.,
NURSE CORPS Russell, David A., Dutton, Roland O.,
Brothers, Benita, Sarlo, Charles A., Jr., BEEteccclll Ellis, Gregory H.,
Collier, Lynda R., Schreiner, James E., ISRl Ellis, Mark E.,
Gibbs, Aleda J., Spackman, Gregory K., IERECrcdl Ettel, George L., Jr., el
Gronemeyer, Susan E., IR el Spangle, William G., Everson, Freddie L.,
Hornbrook, Janice G., et aced W@lliams, Raymond, Jr., Falero, Wallace G., e cecd
Kennedy, Patricia A., Il Wilson, James M., Feldmeier, john J., e et all
McWilliams, Malinda K., MEDICAL CORPS Ferguson, William W.,
Murray, Lois E., Adams, Frank B, Fernandezmorales, Werner M., IEScarcclll
OConnell, Catherine M., I e il Adams, Kynard L., Ferrari, Cosimo J.,
Ream, Marjorie H., I dl Alamia, Louis J., Fields, David A.,
Sanders, Judith A., I arcal Albrecht, John E., JFE=rrEl Fitzgerald, Brenda C., I el
Westwood, Pamela S., Aldis, Stephen K., Floyd, John P., I1I, IER il
Williams, Donna E., Allende, Guillermo F., Foster, James C.,
Wonpat, Marilyn A., Alvarezpont, Antolin J., IECerete Fox, Gary N.,
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS Anderson, James V., et Frazier, David J.,
Huberty, Frederick T., Il Anderson, Timothy M., IR Garber, Jeffrey G., I ecaccclll
Kilianek, Robert M., IEZtecacccall Andrada, Nerizza Palos, e tatccs Gaskin, Hubert S. IT1, IR taccdll
Lindsey, Garold D., [ ace sty Andrews, David F., 111, a0 Gerstmann, Dale R., [ttty
Mays, William F., Augustine, Loretta D., IE oo Glenn, Clair J., Il
Miller, Jay W., Baggerly, Gregory C., Goetz, David W.,
Rushmore, RichaW Banerjee, Manibha, Graham, Gary R. IEececd
Tufte, Ralph W., Barron, Freddie T., I etated Greene, Uril C,,
BIOMEDICAL SCIENCE CORPS Bassett, George S., JiFftetetey Gregg, Kelly R.,
Glisan, Gary L., IS Bayne, Melvin A., XX- Griffin, John J., Jr. et e

= ol Benedict, James P., I tateed Gutierrez, Jose J., I acaceed
Stigelman, Wit H, Jr., BEEEZET Bizon, John G., JECaraced Halbert, Dennis H., I acaccall

IN THE AIR FORCE Blair, David P., Harden, William B,
The following-named officers for perma- RBiair, Paul A., Hardy, David C.,
nent promotion in the U.S. Air Force, under Bohanon, Kathleen S., Harrington, Paul T., el
the appropr.late provisions of chapter 36, Bormann, Brian bl ooxxooox ] Harris, Curtis, Jr., el
title 10, United States Code, 85 amended, Bourquard, Renee’ Harvey, James K.,
with dates of rank to be determined by the Bourquard, William S., Il Hawkins, Albert W., Jr., IR el
Secretary of the Air Force. Breeding, Samuel D., Herwig, Steven R.,
DENTAL CORPS Brinley, Stephen K., IEararcdll Hohmeister, Jon A., I acarccdl
To be magor Brinson, Robert E., I el Hopkins, Lawrence D.,
Aichel, Walter A., Brown, Joel A., Horn, Karl L.,
Allman, James D, ) Broxson, Emmett H., Jr. lEErese il Horton, Marion,
Antonetz, John W., IReaSaey Bryant, Billy J., Houck, Philip D,
Bassett, Gardner G., I Bryant, Mary M., Isaak, Doyle W.,
Blanco, Luis J., Burruss, George L., Jacobsen, Bruce E.,
Bousquet, Robem Burt, Todd B., John, Elizabeth M., I Srarccall
Bowers, Joseph H., Cady, Mary I, John, Michael D.,
Boyars, Henry S., Capdeville, Anne R., Johnson, Barry D., IR e
Branting, William S., Carlisle, Saune Elisabet C., Il Johnson, Carl A.,
Bye, Fred L., III, Carson, Richard C., Johnson, Chris P., IR et
Collins, Anne E. R., Carvell, Michael C., Johnson, Jeffrey W., BEREcaccdll
Collins, Harvey A., Jr., Cavett, James R., I11, JIEZEtEccclll Jones, Gary L.,
Collins, Terry E., Celentano, Richard D., IR ararcdl Jones, Randall L., el
Cone, Howard F., Jr., Celio, Paul V., Keegan, James M.,
Cummings, Donald E., Chacon, Frank T., Il Keller, James W., e,
Dan, Edward A., BB arets Charnock, George A., Kessler, John F., ISt dll
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Ellis, Teje E., Clark, Craig E., Kulkarni, Anuradha V.,
Eng, Ronald W., Clark, Douglas P., Landry, Larry J.,
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Jeka, Richard, Desai, Madhukar C., JBtecececd Lowman, Gerald F.,
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Mitchell, Melvin G., Dornblazer, Georgm Marriott, Rodney G.,
Nelson, Brent E., Dorsner, David E., Martin, Rick W.,
Pike, Thomas W., lIarcal Dougherty, David S., ISl Masin, Richard R., It dl
Price, Paul M., Dougherty, James J., 111, IESoeredll Mast, Eric L.,
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Matos, Jose G., IEEEcal
McAndrew, John C., IIL, I el
McCauley, Richard A.,
McCluskey, Patrick L.,
McKinley, Lee,

McLeod, Cliphane W.,
McWherter, Joseph F., IEareredll
Mebane, Andrew H., BRAIS2Ove0
Meetze, Russell L., JRESUSweed
Melvin, Howard D.,
Middleton, Henry H., I11, IEerercdll
Mihm, Gary J., IECETETra
Mitchell, Stephen R., IEereredll
Moore, Gary A.,
Morgan, Donald L.,
Morgan, Herman G., Jr.
Morgan, Sidney J., Jr.,

Morrow, Thomas J., I tacall
Morse, Michael W.,
Murray, Patrick E. IEtererill
Neis, Miles D.,

Nenoff, Richard S., I taccill
Niemtzow, Richard C.,
Nophsker, Theodore R., I arardl
Nowosielska, Barbara J., I acarcdll

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 25271

Walterbach, James P. Archibald, Alexander M., Jr.,
Walters, David N., Ardillo, Nick P., Jr.,

Ward, Gordon P.,

Warpinski, James R., IEatat il

Ardis, Wesley R.,
Armbrust, John S., HESrerdll
Watson, Lasaundra e carcall
Waxman, Michael J.
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Williams, Cleveland
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Arnold, Palmer G.,
Yates, Gleen A., Arnold, William R., Jr.,
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Zachek, Michael J., Askland, Edmund Jr.,
IN THE AIR FORCE Atkins, Edward J.,

The following-named officers for perma- Atkinson, JohnF.,
nent promotion in the U.S. Air Force, under Atkinson, William B, Jr.,
the appropriate provisions of chapter 36, AvantJamesR., Jr.
title 10, United States Code, as amended, Aven, WilliamE.,
with dates of rank to be determined by the Bachelor, Robert R., IEEStarclll
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Perry, Van E., el
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Rozran, Wayne M.,
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Taylor, David R.,

Taylor, John T., [ES=carccall
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Tobin, James V.,
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Tribbey, Michael A.,
Tse, Thomas F.,

Utts, Stephen J. R ererid
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Vanvorce, Catherine
Veasey, Sparks P., 111, B ety
Ventling, Wayne L., IL J¥¢

Waddell, Franklin B., i

Wagner, Dennis L.,

Secretary of the Air Force.
LINE OF THE AIR FORCE
To be lieutenant colonel

Abair, Michael A.,
Abbey, Dennis O., BB ronred
Abbott, Freeland K., Jr., I rarcill
Abbott, Wayne R.,
Abel, Charles H., RIS

Abler, Peter D.,

Abney, Billy W.,
Abney, Eddie C.,
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Adams, Dennis W.,
Adams, John T.,

Adams, Nathan J., Jr.,
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Ainslie, Robert S.,
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Albert, David H.,
Albright, Pierre K., I rarrdl
Alderfer, Elmer L.,
Alexander, Roger A.,
Alford, Benjamin F., I11, I araccdll
Alford, John B.,

Allen, Danny R.,

Allen, Edward H.,
Allen, Robert A., Jr.,
Allen, Stephanie K., JBraraced
Allgaier, William A., III,
Allman, Thomas S.,
Allred, Norman L., I Cecacecd
Alverson, Kintner W.,
Ames, Robert R.,
Amick, Leonard B., Jr., Bt aiatts
Anderegg, Clarence R., RIS e
Anderson, Eddie L.,
Anderson, James E.,
Anderson, Jeffry W.,
Anderson, John M., Jr., I acacedll
Anderson, Jon A.,
Anderson, Kelly D.,
Anderson, Louis A.,
Anderson, Robert R., It ccts
Anderson, Thomas E.,

Andrejak, Gary E.,
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Andrews, James E., e ronced
Andrews, Robert S.,
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Anno, Stephen E., e cacecs
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Anton, Thomas J., Rlecereed

Arbaugh, Thomas W., I rardl
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Bailey, Ronald G.,
Bailey, William R.,
Bain, Gary H.,

Baity, Mickey W.,
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Baker, John P., I11, IS tacccall
Baker, Lawrence H., IS
Baker, Paul D.,

Baki, Richard K.,
Balcik, John T.,

Ball, Gary A.,

Ball, Michael J.,
Ballard, James R.,
Ballentine, Rodger D.,
Bandy, Henry M., III,
Banning, Thomas M., I1I, I erevcill
Barber, David E.,
Barbier, Allison J., Jr., IS cccd
Barclay, Douglas m
Barden, Paul W.,

Barker, Daniel J., BB et eced
Barneyback, Stephen E., IEScac il
Barnhardt, Robert S., IS caccill
Barnum, Robert J., I ararcdll
Barr, Douglas H.,
Barratt, George R., Il
Barreras, Allen J., BBeSrecssd
Barrick, Samuel L., Jr.,
Bartos, Henry S.,
Basine, James M.,
Bass, Arnie,

Bates, Joh T S
Bates, John F.,

Bauder, John W.,
Bays, Harry D.,
Beacht, Russell W., BB R arccd
Beadner, David L., RSSO

Beal, John F.,

Beale, James R.,
Beam, Danny A., RSrSwe

Bear, Jonathan R., IEacaclll
Beard, Larry R.,
Beard, Robert J. .
Beard, Terry L., BRESISee

Beatty, Jerome W., IRISECw oo
Beaty, Joseph R.,
Beaudry, Richard J., IR caccdl
Beck, Peter M.,
Becker, Douglas J.,
Becker, Gary L.,
Becker, John D., g2 XXXX

Beeks, Clifford H., Jr.,
Beinecke, Terry A.,
Bell, Robert J.,

Bell, Ronald W., IEacaced

Belsito, David B.

Belt, James H.,

Bendlin, Gary R.,
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Benke, William A.,
Bennert, Raymond M. I acacall
Bennett, George A., IS arcal
Bennett, Warren A,, Jr. I ararcdll
Bentley, Robert S. I ararill
Benton, Mark J. I etaccall

Beran, Jeffrey L. BEeorSeess

Berg, Howard G., I acacceall
Bergen, John E. IESrecccall

Bergeron, Woodrow, J., Jr. I acacrdll

Bergren, Scott C. el
Bernard, Paula A. I Srardl
Bernia, Dennis. A, I ecardll
Berry, Alfred N., IR tacdl
Berry, Dennis J. IECerecccall
Berry, Terry M., IR et
Berry, William E., Jr., I Starril
Berzins, John J. R rarrall
Beshore, Eric A., I arrdl
Bettinger, Alexander, Il
Bettinger, Sterling P., Jr. I aracelll
Betz, William D., IE=S=rrE
Beverly, Gerald M., IEtacaceclll
Bidus, Michael J., I rarcal
Bidwell, David F., I e al
Bieber, Fred A., Jr. I ravcdl
Biever, Lawrence J., I arardl
Bihner, William J., Jr. IEStaccdl
Bilbrey, John E. vl
Billings, David G., I el
Birch, Craig A., IERS
Bishop, Marvin, Jr. IEececcall
Bjorn, Larry N. I tecrall
Black, Daniel M., B dl
Black, Walter J., Jr. IS rarcil
Blackburn, James R., M
Blaesing, William M.,
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Blair, David G., I ara
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Blanks, Randolph M. B el
Blasberg, Donald A., I accal
Blaschke, Robert E., Jr. I ararcdll
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Blauch, James L. IS accal
Blaum, Raymond J., Jr. il
Bleakley, Bruce A., el
Blecker, Richard S. I acacrdl
Blinn, Roger K. IEececcdl
Bliquez, Terry O. e acccall
Bliss, Thomas F., IE el
Block, John R. IS acccal
Blomberg, Earl A., Jr., I Scaccll
Blum, Frank W., IILIE e
Blum, Ronald E., I Rcercal
Blunt, James H. I vl
Boasso, Herbert J., Jr. I acoccill
Bode, Arthur R. I atacccal
Bogard, Earl C., Jr. ISl
Bois, Maurice P., Jr.,

Bolen, Paul S.,

Bolton, Claude M., Jr. I aceccdll
Bomberger, John F. I acarcal
Bond, James F.,

Bonen, Carolyn A.,

Boone, Garrell L., el
Booth, John R. I el
Boren, Glenn E., Il
Borky, John M., I rcclll
Borland, Dennis P. I cdl
Bortner, Jonathan J.

Boschert, Terry C.,|

Boston, Ronald G., I Scarccal
Bottema, Michael I acaccdl
Boucek, Bernard R., I el
Boudreaux, Lionel A.,

Boudreaux, Whitney J.. Jr.
Boulet, Dan L., J.,

Bound, Ronald J. I al
Bouvier, Ronald D.,

Bowman, Medford C., Jr.
Bowman, William R.,

Boyd, Jimmy L., IERRrl
Boyer, Kirk L. [ Scal
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Bradford, Barry C. I atarcal
Bradford, Craig S., RSrecsed
Bradley, Ronald G., BB St eccsd
Brady, Charles C., IS rarcall
Brady, James F. I el
Brady, Kenneth L. JIEraccdll
Brady, Thomas R.,
Brahan, Michael G. BRS@ered
Brake, Michael S., I el
Brandon, John D. Il
Brandon, Peter B. el
Branham, Jacky D. JEE=cerrrdll
Branscome, Claude E., I ararcdl
Branson, Phillip A, IErercal
Brass, Edward W., I Srarcdl
Bray, David A.,
Brazil, Douglas L.,
Breault, Richard L. I erercall
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Breinholt, Thomas H. IEerecdll
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Brewer, Donald R., BB Srerad
Brewer, Myron T. Jr., I tacdl
Brewer, Robert O.,

Bridewell, Alexander C., I11, IR Srarccdll

Bridge, William M.,
Bridges, John F. IR csrcal
Bridges, Thomas F. I aracdll
Briggs, John J., 111 I racccall
Britton, John F., Jr. I ararall
Brocato, Thomas A.,
Brocavich, Ronald G., EBIS0Sweed
Brock, James M., S oreey

Brock, William C., I el
Brohammer, Ronald G. el
Brooks, George D.,

Brooks, William J., III,

Brotzman, Robert L., [ atacedl
Brower, Oliver L., Jr., I acacccall
Brown, Charles F., Jr., I araccdl
Brown, Francis T.,

Brown, Gray E.,

Brown, Henry A., Jr., ol
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Brown, John A., JRSwereed
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Brown, Robert E., II, I aracrill
Brown, Tommy G., IEtecacedll
Brown, William J., el
Brown, William L.,
Browning, Robert W., Jr. I aaccdll
Bruce, Richard K., Il
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Bryan, Edwin B, e dl
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Buck, John E.,
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Buckner, Robert W. I acac el
Budinger, Fred W., Jr. IR acaccdll
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Bunger, Allen D.,
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Burbank, Deane A, I Scaccall
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Burke, David K.,

Burke, Michael B.,

Burke, Robert F. I e al
Burke, Robert W., [ rcal

Burkel, Louis A., I11, Il
Burkholder, James A., Jr. IEeracdll
Burks, Ronald E., ISl
Burns, Eldridge A., I e al
Burns, Herman W., I ataccdll
Burns, Jerry E. Il
Burrows, Henry P., 111 Sl
Burski, Michael L., I aeaccal
Burton, William R., I ratcall
Burtt, David A., 11 I el
Busch, Howard R., I I Saccall
Bush, Frederick E., Jr. I ataccdll
Bush, William L., III., ERQUSeeed
Busico, Roger P., I rarcdl
Bussing, George E., IEttacccdl
Butchart, James F. I acaccdll
Butcher, Maxwell P, I Sracccall
Butterbrodt, VaW
Buttram, Joe A.,

Byrne, Donald W.,
Byrne, Michael G., BRES0Sweeq
Byrns, William G., Il
Cabrera, Dennis P., I araccdl
Cadugan, John A., I acacll
Cagigas, Phillip H., IRl
Caicchiolo, John A., el
Calass, Richard m
Caldwell, Al, J.,

Caldwell, William R., Bl
Callanan, Thomas J. I cacrdl
Callen, Jerrold K., IERararcall
Calta, Dick IEETET el

Campagna, Carmen S., I acarccdl
Campbell, Clifford E., JBiSvereed
Campbell, Donald B., I ecarcdl
Campbell, Hugh T., Il
Campbell, Jon C., I Sardl
Campbell, William H., Jr., I Sraccdll
Campione, Joseph A., I ecaccdl
Cantrell, John L. B Rcsccall
Caputo, John A, B S raees
Carbett, Stanley R. el
Cardin, Alderic R., Jr., I e dl
Cardonick, Edward G., IR e dl
Carington, Thomas C., I ataccall
Carlson, Richard W., IEScacccdll
Carnes, Robert M., el
Carney, John M., Jr. BEErecerdll
Caroon, William T., Riereress
Carpenter, Adelbert W. vl
Carpenter, Robew
Carr, Michael F.,

Carr, Randell E., Jr. IiFacacrill
Carr, Wayne L., Eecaccdll

Carro, Roger C., It acateclll
Carroll, Leo T., II1, IR acarccdl
Carroll, Terry M., Jr. I dl
Carson, Donald R., I ac el
Carter, Thomas W., I acaccal
Carter, William R., I Scacal
Cary, John L. Jr. JESarrdl
Casagrande, Robert A., IR raccdll
Casey, Tommy W., IEEareclll

Castleberry, Wilberton A., Jr. i tacaccdll

Caughlin, Donald J., Jr. BB ececcall
Cecil, Daniel B.,
Centilla, Robert J. I Scarccal
Cervi, Richard J. ISt acecal
Chadbourne, Harvey L., IR S rarccdll
Chadbourne, Robert K., Jr.
Chamberlain, Peter S.,|

Champion, Archie J., Jr. e Scacccall
Chandler, Edward L., IR cercal
Chapel, Jason A., Il
Chapman, Dean W., I rercdll

Cherry, Robert E.,|
Cheshire, James C., II1)
Chiapusio, Rodney D.,

Chickles, James G.,
Chisholm, Frederick L.
Chism, Duane L.,
Choate, Robert W.,|

Christensen, Boyd Jr. S catcy
Christensen, Bruce R., oo
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Clapp, Thomas R. I rercdll
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Clark, Freddie W., I ravcall
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Clark, Lee C.,

Clark, Phillip C., I Srarcal

Clark, Richard J. i araccall
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Clary, Ronald E. I Sraccall
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Clayton, Eugene W., Jr. Il
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Cleary, Michael O. I Saccal
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Cline, Richard G., R oS
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Coburn, Arthur E. I el
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Condon, Robert E., Jr. I acarcdll
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Conigliaro, Richard S. et
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Conklin, Peter L. I acaccdl
Conlon, Michael E. I Sacccdl
Connolly, Michael L., B e dl
Connors, Daniel V., IS arcdl
Converse, Elliott V., IIL I el
Cooey, Robert L., Jr., BB aceccdl
Cook, Donald G., IS arcal
Cook, Douglas F., B arres

Cook, John W, I acacccall

Cook, Larry T., el

Cook, Roben,%
Cooke, Edwin B.,

Cool, Lawrence E., I raredl
Cooley, Daniel A.,

Coonan, Daniel J., II1

Cooper, Ronald T., e al
Copeland, Thomas E., -

Corban, William J., S a e
Cormack, David E., B e sy
Cornell, Donald A, e
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Cory, Bryan J. e cacecs

Cotter, Stephen D. B S ettty
Couch, Richard S. B araree
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Cowden, Dennis A.,

COX, Bruce N., e

Cox, John A,, Jr.,|
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Coziahr, James R., Il
Crabb, Roy W., Jr., Il
Crabtree, Richard D. IEarec il
Crabtree, William E. ESrarcdll
Craigie, Ronald P., IE el
Crane, Gregory L., I acacccall
Crane, Stephen G.,m
Creendon, Michael J.,

Crehan, Jame E. IERSceccctll
Crews, Alan L.,

Crews, Raymond E., I el
Cricenti, George J., BB e
Crittenden, Burr L., Jr. i acacrdl
Croach, Robert E. I Srarcall
Crowder, Donald E., I acarcal
Crowley, Thomas J., I Saccall
Crumm, William J., IL B el
Cummings, William D., IEScacccal
Cunningham, David H., Il
Cunningham, James A. JRESeSw
Curtis, Edward E., I ol
Cushing, Barbara E. IE sl
Cuthrell, Luther G. I acaccal
Daggett, Kenneth A, I araccdl
Dahms, Arthur R., II1 JEerecill
Dalbey, Stephen B. I aravrdll
Dalecky, William J., I etaccll
Dallager, John R. I acacccal
Dambra, Joseph V
Damron, Lynn B., EBeeSRCw
Danforth, Timothy E. el
Daniel, Edward L., el
Daniels, Charles C., I aracedl
Daniels, Henry S., IEScerecl
Daniels, Robert E., I ecaccd
Dash, George H., Jr.,m
Daugherty, Charles E. )

Davidson, Cullen L. G., B aerccal
Davidson, Dale A.,
Davidson, Gordon R., I acarccdl
Davidson, Thomas E., I cscccall
Davie, Donald R.,

Davies, George A., Jr.,

Davies, Raymond W., I aearccal
Davis, Curtis Am

Davis, David C.

Davis, John L., e el

Davis, Michael H.,
Davis, Paul B., Jr., I accal
Davis, Richard S., Jr., IE el
Davis, Richard W., IR carcdl
Davis, Simeon B., 111, IR accall
Dawsey, Donald J., Il
Dean, Gary L., IERStecrcal

Dean, Hugh P. IE7Ererecall
Deangelo, Louis N., Jr.,
Deascenti, Anthony F. R eeSred
Decabooter, William R., I acarccall
Deckard, Gary D., IS carccal
Deegan, William F., Jr., B raccdll
Deegan, William M., IER g erccall
Degovanni, George, I acacal
Degrassi, Andy A.,
Degruccio, Stanley G., I el
Dehay, Jesse D., Jr. I dl
Delacruz, Rogelio, I araccdll
Delaney, Gary L., I racral
Delia, Michael D.,

Dellamea, Vincent E.,

Deluca, Robert, IE e accdl
Demarest, John A.)|

Demarquis, Kenneth R.

Demerath, Partick J .
Dempsey, Stephen A, B et
Denham, Charles A. I acarccdl
Denigris, Michael P., vl
Denison, Norman W., IESrarcdl
Denison, Stuart R. el
Denne, Arthur C. IS arccal
Derrick, Daniel F., Jr., B et et
Deschenes, Clement H., [t cacces
Dessert, Donald M., Jr. el

Deturk, Robin A.,
Devenny, Thomas J.,
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Devers, Waynard C., I acacrall
Dewing, Richard M., IEararcall
Dewolf, Howard G., IEacacccal
Dhuy, George J., Jr. ESratccdll
Dibrell, Charles F., Jr. I Sracccill
Dickey, John W., Jr., IRl
Dickinson, Wendell B., Il
Dickson, James E., IEacacrcall
Dietz, Edward R., BROoSs@esd

Dill, David C.,

Dineen, Peter F. I recrdll
Dirnberger, Kenneth R. I acerrill
Diuguid, James B., II, I erardll
Dixon, Christopher P., Jr. lEerardll
Dixon, James B., IEEercdll
Dmochowski, Michael G., IEatarcall
Dobson, Thomas W., Jr., B Staccall
Dozsy, George T., BB ocedced

Dolgins, Alfred J., IR oreveed
Doman, Allan M., B oreded

Domin, Dennis D., JEegvorees
Donkin, James W., IRSvecsed
Doolittle, James H., III IEtaraccdll
Dopler, Bruce A., IR cdl
Dormer, Edward J., Jr. el
Doucette, Christopher I el
Dougherty, Llewellyn S., I ratccdll
Downey, James W.,
Downie, Michael H.,
Downs, Robert G., I cacccal
Draper, Eugene, IRl
Draper, Robert A. I Saccdl
Drennan, William M., Jr., I acaceclll
Drewry, David R., IS accall
Drinkgern, Lyle R., IR taccclll
Drinkhahn, Marc L. I acarccall
Driskill, Larry W., IESretcell
Droddy, Jesse D., IBISrSres

Drozdz, Stanley J., Jr., I acacdl
Duckworth, Anthony E. BB acsccal
Duff, Robert A. IS raccal
Duffield, George F., IS rarccdll
Duffy, James D.,

Dugas, Louis A, Jr.,

Duhon, Joseph R., Jr. I Stacccal
Dukes, Luther M.,

Dulaney, Arthur A., II1|

Dumond, John, el
Duncan, Lloyd F., I e dl
Duncan, Ralph E. EScerccall
Duncan, Ronald P. I acaccdl
Duncan, William J.,

Dunigan, Robert G., Jr.

Dunlop, James B., Il
Dunn, Douglas M., I el
Dunn, Leif R., It

Dunn, Michael M., I el
Dunnigan, Edward J. e cil
Dupre, Roger P I ararcdl
Durand, Arthur A. B acaccall
Durbon, William
Durrant, David A., B reraress
Duthie, Dana C., B acaccdl
Duwel, Richard B., I el
Dyer, Everett B., 111 I acacccall
Dyksterhouse, Richard IS ardl
Dyson, John R. IR ercal

Eanes, Jack E., B et

East, Wilber W., ety

Eaves, Stephen D, I ararccdl
Eberly, David W., I al

Eby, James R.,

Eckhardt, Gary D.,|

Edsall, Barton S. G., 111 IRl
Edwards, Ernest E., I11 I acarcall
Edwards, Jerry W., [ acarcal
Edwards, Larry W., e dl
Edwards, Laurel J., B ecaccal
Edwards, Robert D.,
Edwards, Terrell, Jr. Bt araeeed
Edwards, William H., I1, Il
Ehrhart, Robert C. JETETra
Eichinger, Matthew S.,

Eichner, David L.,
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Eichorst, Kurt K. el Flynn, Richard W., I aravcil Gilchrist, Gary L., I el
Eiseman, Patrick H. I Sarccal Flynn, Robert G. I arrcal Gilchrist, Michael L., I erarecall
Eisman, Leon P., Jr. I dl Foglesong, Robert H., el Gill, Paul F. e

Elder, Frank R. Jr. I Scarccdl Foiles, Donald C., el Gillespie, Kenneth M. S. I areal
Ellen, John M., el Folkeson, John R., Jr. el Gillis, John A, e dl
Ellertson, Stephen M. I acavcal Follrod, John S., I arral Girard, Richard N. i Scarccall
Ellinger, John D., JEEar e al Folz, Eddie J., I Sarcdl Giroux, Peter J. el
Elliott, Earnest H. a0y Forchion, Richard T. el Gladski, William M., I acarcdl
Elliott, James C. I acrdl Ford, James E., [ arevdl Gladstone, Thomas A.,

Elliott, Michael W. IS arrdl Forrester, Ronald G. T Rrercal Glanzer, David W.,

Ellis, Darrell C., B dl Fosdick, Roger B., I areal Glass, Louis E.,
Elmgren, Clyde A. el Foster, Jon K. I raredl Glasser, Gerald T., vl
Elwood, George P., B dl Foster, William R., I1, I rarrdl Glastetter, Russell A. B acaccal
Emerson, Kenneth R. I racrdll Fought, Stephen O. e dll Glenboski, Peter J., Jr. RS rarccdl
Emery, Curtis H., 11 I Scatrcall Fowle, Bernard H., IV, I arocdll Glessner, Donald G., IR0l
Engel, Gilbert A., Jr. Il Fowler, Donald R., Il Glorioso, Richard, el
England, David A. = arral Fowler, Robert F. el Gmuer, Thomas G., I arrdl
English, James T. e all Fowler, Thomas W., I arrll Gmyrek, Edward W., B rcal
Engstrom, Peter J. I Rrarcdl Fowler, William T., I S ca ey Godfrey, Larry J. el
Engstrom, Philip J. v al Fox, Anthony W., IRl Godman, Thomas W, e ecrdl
Ercoline, William R., T Scarccall Fox, George P., Jr., IS adl Goembel, Carlos D.,
Erdberg, Stanley J. el Fox, Nicholas K., el Goff, Gerald D., I acccdll
Erhardt, William F., 111 JiPararecall Fox, Peter H., I e E oy Golden, Richard R., I arrdl
Erickson, Kermit A. S carrcall Foxx, H. Dow, Etrorates Goldey, James W., Il
Erickson, Robert L. IR al Fraas, G. Richard I erarcdl Golojuch, Michael J., IR arrdl
Ernst, Thomas J. I aceccdl Frakes, Bernard A. B aceccdl Gonda, John C., II1 el
Ervin, James L., Jr. Sl Franck, Raymond E., Jr. Sl Gooch, Eugene D., e dl
Esmond, Marvin R, IE e al Franco, John M., e dl Gooch, Stanford R. el
Essing, john E. e dl Frank, Wallace B., Jr., el Goralski, Stanley J., Jr. el
Estrada, Robert W. el Franklin, Arnold L., Jr. e al Gorman, Dennis M., e al
Etbauer, Wilbur J. iR ereccall Franklin, Rex W, It ety Gornall, William S.,
Evans, James D., B acct Franklin, Robert J. B eresscs Goss, Jerry W.,

Evans, Walter S-- Franzel, Grant, IEererrall Gossner, John H., JFTEvEvrill

Eye, Donald K., B ecaccdl Frazier, Carl E., B e cacscd Gotcher, William L., Jr.,

Ezell, Melton L., e e Frazier, Michael A., I Srarccdll Gould, Michael A.,

Fabian, Edward D. T ecacccall Frazier, Robert }m Gould, Michael D., I =arcdll
Fagaley, Bruce R. R ay Freed, James L., Gould, Robert D., IR

Fagan, Thomas A., I11 JFverereil Freeman, James D. e dl Grafe, Robert C., I raccal
Fake, James P., ol Freeman, Robert N. e carccdl Graham, James II
Falk, Timothy E. B ararcal Freeman, Robert O. i acavcall Graham, John Jr. B ety
Fannin, Daniel P. C. e dl Freix, Gregory D., I arsvcal Graham, Terry W., 0o e@sscd
Farace, Sam V., Jr., I ecacdl Friedel, John M., B e acey Grahn, Victor G., el
Faris, William L., el Frisbie, Noel F., el Granger, Peter A, e dl
Faust, Leroy M., P arect Froehlich, David V., IR arrdl Grant, Donald R., el
Fazackerley, Paul F. el Froehlich, John M., el Grapentine, James D. B ararccdll
Fedor, William D., B dl Frohnapple, Dean P. [ acacccall Grate, Robert E., JSarcdl
Feeley, Edward W., Jr. B e dl Frushour, George V., Jr. I araccdll Graviss, Lawrence P., el
Feeney, John J. Jrevcal Fullenkamp, Robert G. I tar e al Gray, Irving L., e carcal
Feicht, Charles E. P ararccall Fuller, John H., Jr. I ecarcal Gray, Lawrence M., I dl
Feighery, Edward i ararccall Fuller, John P. el Gray, Salvador H., I e
Feiken, Ronald W, vl Fullerton, Brian R. JITerewcal Graybill, Donald J., JETerecall
Feldman, Marvin E. B arsrcal Funk, Larry D, I acaccal Green, Douglas L.,

Fellows, Ray E., Jr. I arrdl Fuquay, Gary H. e dl Green, Gary A.,

Fenstad, Terry M. el Gainey, John F. Jvravetccall Green, Richard C. el
Ferebee, George W., IR arecdl Gallimore, George R., S rarcdl Green, Richard F. I ararcall
Fergus, John R. e al Garaux, Dale L., Saredll Green, Terry F. S dl
Ferrell, George S., Jr. B ereccall Gardewin, Joseph M., I acacccall Greenawalt, Rodgers K., I ocarcal
Ferris, Donald F. i ararccall Garner, Lloyd S., IR0l Greene, Melvin L., Jr., el
Feterle, Lynn C. s Garrett, Roger G. il Gress, James W.,

Fick, Thomas L., % XX Garrison, George F., Gribble, James T., III,

Fields, McArthurj¥ XXX Garry, Peter,| Grice, Kenneth E., I aracccall
Fields, Thomas A, IRl Gaskin, Robert W., I erarccll Griesser, Thomas W., I ararrdl
Finch, Dennis K. e Gassman, Edward C., I erasrrdl Griff, John P. JE=areall

Finch, James F. P ercdl Gast, James C., o dl Griffin, John C., 111 Fraracccall
Fineour, John V. S. el Gates, David L., B ey Griffin, Ji ohnny.,
Fink, David F., Gavron, Alan H. Grimm, Ralph B., B S e
Finnegan, Patr% Gaylord, William, IIL e ecrdll Grinnell, Norman H., I arcdl
Fischbach, Kenneth R. I eracral Gaymon, Carl R., I Sarcdl Grogan, James L., II1, ol
Fish, Robert F. e dl Gecewicz, James J., I earedl Groggel, Dwight K., Jr., el
Fisher, Carroll S., Jr. el Geertz, Stephen J. il Grosick, Frederick E., el
Fisher, Paul F. S arcal Geloneck, Terry M., IR arccll Gross, Stephen M., e dl
Fitch, Jeff 1. e al Gelpke, Robert M., S caro Grotheer, Kurt V., Jr. JEareccdl
Fite, John L., Jr. Joravevedll George, William F., I1, el Grubiak, Joseph S., Jr. [ eraredll
Fitzpatrick, Thomas F. e ecrdl Gerber, William J., JEararcdll Grumblatt, Arthur G., Jr.

Flaherty, Daniel J. Jr. e al Germann, John A, Erevcal Grumet, David L.,

Flanagan, James R., m Gex, Louis J., III, Grunenwald, William J .,
Flanagan, Thomas P. Giannoni, John M., Grunewald, Kenneth F. JReSeeraed
Flanagan, William A. Gibson, Eugene T., Guenther, Harry E. B ererrdll
Flemens, Norman R., BB oao Gibson, Gary P., Guinn, Jon A., I Err
Fleming, Thomas O. Jr. I arral Gibson, George C., Il Gullickson, Richard L., el

Fletcher, Arthur E. e dl Gibson, Robert A., Gunhus, Helmer A.,
Flint, Foster J. Jr. e rarrall Giddens, David L., o8 aeee Gunter, Charles A.,

Flippin, Edgar J., Giebink, Norman G., e s Gunter, Edwin D., Jr.,
Flood, Paul R.,m Gilbert, Michael D., JEtaeasse Gurley, Michael G.,
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Guse, Steven D., el Heagy, David L., Hornung, Thomas A., I acate
Gutterson, Roger S. IS arrdl Heckelman, John E. el Horoszewski, John J., s
Guy, Robert F. I Sarcal Heckert, Donald W., IS carccall Horton, James L., Jr. B S e e
Guy, Thomas G., I avcdl Hedin, Warren T. B ccal Houck, Elmer D., I e

Gwinn, George R., Jr. I el Hedlund, Arthur R., Jr. I ecercdl Houghton, Timothy A. I Sceten
Gyure, Ronald Hegarty, Kevin F. JEaraccdl Houston, James B., Jr. B acarr
Haas, Milton F. RSt e Heining, Jan R. IR ararccdll Hout, George W., I cacccd
Hackman, Jeffrey R. I rac il Heinke, Wayne R., [ racedl Howard, Carlton T. B ecaced
Haden, Robert H., e el Heiser, Richard L., IS dl Howard, Garnett J. I Srace
Hadfield, Larry D., et Heitmeier, William E., I ecsrcdll Howard, George W., BB e et
Hagey, James F., [JRrevcdl Heldt, Robert A., I rarcdl Howard, Jerome R., R oot
Haldane, George M., 111 el Helkey, Wilbur T., I rarcal Howard, Jimmy H., B ecars
Haldeman, Edward H. JErerercal Helms, David L., Howard, John S., XX

Hale, Frank J. I acecal Henderson, Charles R. I Scatccll Howard, Phil T., I et

Hall, Carle IE= e dl Henderson, Edward J., Jr. B ecer il Howard, Sidney R., B e

Hall, David A., I ararecll Henderson, William G., I, B Srarcal Howerton, Glenn F., Jr. e aoe
Hall, Donald R., I el Henn, Neil F., IR cacdl Howie, Donald R., It

Hall, Jesse S., IR0l Henry, Patrick M., e ecrdl Howry, James E., -XX-

Hall, Julian B., Jr. I e al Henry, Paul F. I raccdl Hudak, Ronald M., B ecaced

Hall, Kenneth B. T ararccall Henry, Waymond L., I acarccdll Hudler, Dale B., It acacccd

Hall, Stephen C. I rardl Hensel, Ralph L. [ ecaccal Hudson, Robert A., I e e
Halliday, John M., Herd, Barbara A.,m Huegel, Paul D.,

Haltman, Harry P. Rt acereed Herider, Michael R., Huff, Jon M.,

Hamann, David L., I arccal Herring, Terrill C. I ecacdl Huffman, James W., P araro
Hamblin, Leslie J., I accdl Hershberger, David R., I e dl Hugdahl, Peter O. B acarccal
Hamer, Richard L., e al Hess, Daniel L., Hughes, Harry H., I e
Hamilton, Claudie A., JEEecarll Hess, Michael E., Hughes, Richard E. B Scarey
Hampton, Richard J. I acacal Hester, John M., e cal Hughes, Robert C., I acate
Hamrick, Lynne R., el Hester, Paul V., B aarcdl Hughes, Thomas R., B e
Hamrick, Wynne R., Il Hetzel, Richard G. IS dl Hunacek, Gerald S., Jr. [ o
Hand, Charles B., el Hezlep, Samuel N., Jr., I Scaccill Huner, David C., B ey
Hanfland, Lawrence W., IS acrdl Hickel, Clifford A., I ecacocd Hungerbeeler, Henry L., et
Hanisee, Thomas P., el Hicklin, Fred M., Jr. I accdl Hurlbert, Joseph C., Jr. IRl
Hanks, Nicholas D., II, IR araccall Hicks, Arthur G., Jr. el Hurwitz, Steven, I aracccall
Hannah, Steven R. I araccdl Hicks, Jonathan L. e e al Huskey, Charlie D., I e acey
Hansbrough, Jon J. el Hielscher, Dalton W., Jr. I eracill Huskey, Leon O., 2ol
Hansen, Barry N I raredl Higaki, Fred S., e al Husson, Matthew A., I11 S rarcclll
Hansen, Robert P. IR a o Higgins, Michael W., Hutcheson, Donald W., el
Hanson, Larry E., BB ey Hightower, John D. I Sacrdl Hutchings, Robert L. I arsvcal
Hanson, Paul E. ey Higuchi, Curtis M., ISl Hutchins, David J. JiSreccall
Happ, John H., Jr. JFreereteedll Hikida, Larry K., BIEEracrll Hutchinson, Douglas P. IEererecill
Harcrow, Robert J. el Hilger, David C., B s Hyle, Stephen B. I ecacrdl
Hardenburg, Charles T., Jr. I ararccdll Hill, Dennis H., [JRP0S0ecees Ianacone, Bruce G., S arcdl
Hardin, Victor E., I Srarccdl Hill, James S., I ararccal Inabinette, Leonard W. e catccal
Harding, Ralph D. I ecccal Hill, Roger H., I dl Ingelido, Michael J., IL I rarcdl
Hardy, Ricard F. [ ecarcdl Hill, Victor A., B e ey Ingold, Richard R. el
Hargrove, Thomas M., Hilt, Barry L., Ingwersen, William H., el
Harings, Duane J., Hind, Edwin A,, Jr., B acaccdl Inzana, Anthony L. B ecaccal
Harmon, Donald T. I ararccall Hinds, Robert S.,IE e dl Ireland, William J., S cacee

Harr, Charles R.| Hinkle, Charles W., I e rarccdll Isaac, Gerald L., S acccall
Harrington, David L., Hinton, Larry H. I e dl Isenhour, Larry W., I acarccdll
Harrington, Edwin V., Jr. i acardll Hipple, Herbert D., B ety Iskra, Thomas M., I carcal
Harrington, Marion R. e rarecdll Hipsher, John M. R ereecs Jacks, Duncan A., el
Harrington, Thomas C. S dl Hix, Max R., Il Jackson, Don E., IS dl
Harris, Dickie A., I dl Hladky, Paul D., P e Jackson, Donald L., el
Harris, James E. I acardl Hobbs, James H., IE el Jackson, Donald R. e dll
Harris, James O. B ararcdl Hodgson, James R., e acdl Jackson, Gene E. IS arccdl
Harris, Lynn A, o tecccd Hoffman, Edward G., Jackson, Larry L. I carcal
Harrison, Michael R., I araclll Hoffman, Robert E., Jr.| Jacobs, Robert D. I e racccall
Hart, Allen C., II1, TS atecall Hagarty, James P. [ Scatrcal Jacobsen, Douglas L., I e rarccall
Hart, John M. e acrdl Hoge, William H., ey Jacobus, Thomas J. B ecarccs
Hart, Robert L. e ecarral Hogue, Maxine K., I cacal Jahnke, Terance L. IS caren
Hartschuh, Neil E. IS e dl Hohn, Roger A, Il James, Bernard A., S cacee
Harvell, Kenneth S. e tarccall Holaday, Kent T. JEececal Jameson, David M., Jr., B aceccdl
Harvey, George C., [l Holdsworth, David E., Janes, Benjamin F., IV, I aracrdl
Harwood, Donald M., Holford, William L., Jansen, Thomas V. I acaccal
Harwood, Paul R., Hollenshead, Harold H., IL I ac el Jaques, William J., el
Hasche, Lloyd R., B Sarcdl Holliday, Roscoe C., Jr., JERarcdl Jarvis, Joe H., el
Haselhorst, Dale O. I Scacedll Hollrah, Dale E. =R dl Jenneskens, Hubert A. Il
Hassebrock, Roland A, IR e dl Holmes, James A., IRl Jennings, Norbert M., I11 P ararccall
Havey, Michael E., Holmes, Ned D., Jernigan, Charles J., II1 e cal
Hawks, George W., Jr., Holmquist, John D., Jr.| Jewett, Stephen E. B acaccall
Hawn, Steven E., el Holser, Paul R., IRl Jewett, Thomas D.. I acaccill
Hay, Donald R., I aarccal Holstead, James R., Jr. B ararrcal Joest, James E. [ Scarccal

Hayes, Donald F., et Holtam, Ashley N., Johnson, Carrol R. el
Hayes, Fulton D., [ ety Holtzman, William A., Johnson, Charles E., Jr. I aracccall
Hayner, Michael S. I ararccdl Hood, Ralph T., IESarrdl Johnson, Dale G., el
Haynes, Dennis K., S dl Hoover, Ronald D Johnson, Duane K. el
Haynes, Gerald W., Hopler, Edwin A., e cecced Johnson, Henry T.)|

Haynes, Kenneth W.| Hoppe, Darrell R. IR aracccall Johnson, Herbert H., II1

Hays, Richard W. IEtecarcall Hopper, John D., Jr. e teccelll Johnson, Herbert W.,[Eetacall
Haywood, Ronald T., el Horn, William F., I Sarral Johnson, James A., Jr. I aceccall

Head, Raymond L., Jr. Horning, James R. B o caticd Johnson, James R. B S ety
Headrick, Larry R., Hornor, Edward G., [Reeovoeesd Johnson, Jerry M. B Ov o
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Johnson, Lyndon L., IRl Kirsch, John P. ISaccdl Lawhern, Richard m
Johnson, Norman E. IESterccall Kiser, William O., m Lawter, Daniel R.,
Johnson, Paul D., I el Kissinger, Don F., Layman, Byron M., Jr., IR Sraredll

Johnson, Ralph D. e dl Kissinger, Marvin C., IE el Leach, Arthur S., IS raccal
Johnson, Robert E., Jr. Klein, Richard L., IEarcdl Leary, John R., I arcal
Johnson, Waldon L., BEErEreral Kleinhenz, William J., Jr. I acercall Lebeau, Thomas J., Jr., BE el
Johnston, Kent R. IERScetelll Klovstad, Donald W., IERtacrtall Ledell, Edward H.,

Johnston, Robert M. I Scacdll Klungseth, Terry J. I aoacen Lee, Jeffrey F., I dl

Jonak, Thomas E. el Knabe, Carl F., 11, IR aoacrclll Lee, Joseph R.
Jones, Charles D., IS dl Knepell, Peter L., I ratcdl Lee, Richard T., I ooy

Jones, Claude S., IR tecdll Knight, Warren V., IR raccclll Lefforge, Jack A.,
Jones, Dan H., Il Knorr, Thurman A., 111 IE il Leigh, Charles M., IE Rl
Jones, David M., Knowles, Roger C., BEran Leighton, Daniel L.,
Jones, Dwight B., I ecaccdll Koch, Perry L., -XX- Lemanski, John H., IEaracral
Jones, Grinnel, m Koehler, James W., IS oaren Lemon, Richard C., I Rcardl
Jones, James P., Koermer, James P., IEacatod Lenz, John O., vl
Jones, Keith W., Jr. I cacarcdll Koeteeuw, Richard I, I acan Leopold, Raymond J.,
Jones, Louis H., Koger, Olin D., RS Srrd Leslie, Thomas, M.,
Jones, Michael T., IR ararcal Kohut, Orest L., IE e Lessard, Dennis J., IS caccdl
Jones, Ronald B., I e Kool, Leslie H., I araree Lettan, Richard H., Jr. I ararcdll
Jones, Ronald F., Jr. I acaccdll Koontz, Bert W., I e Leturmy, Larry J., ISl
Jones, Terry R., IS dl Koontz, Ralph G., I ae Leusing, Kenneth A, I raccall
Jones, Thomas R., I acarccdl Kopycinski, Paul E., IS Lewis, Dean W., Jr., I Sca oo
Jones, William A., Jr., I ararril Kornemann, William E., 11 I el Lewis, John S.,
Jordan, Michael G., e Korzilius, Philip R. I aceccall Lewis, Thomas V.,
Jorgensen, Alvin W., Koshko, Kent D., I eracrcall Lewis, William C.,
Josey, Ben E., Il Koss, William E., Leykum, Charles, R., IE2rarclll
Joyce, Douglas A., Kramer, Willard P., IR et Lheureux, Richard, J. I araccdl
Joyce, Nathan H., I ereced Krater, Ronald O. B ateced Lieberherr, John W., I acacccall
Joyner, Kenneth T. I el Kraus, David C., Liesch, Donald, A.,
Judjahn, Gerhard W. I acaeccll Kreps, Robert P, I carccal Life, Malcom L.,
Kacala, Casimer S., Il Kuchareczyk, Jerry E. I accdl Lilley, Kenneth B., I e
Kahl, George G., I11 IE Sl Kudlacz, Michael S., et Lilly, John O., Jr. I dl
Kaiser, Donald W., Il Kuehn, Robert J., Jr. I Scaccill Linam, James, V.,
Kaiser, John V., Jr., I acc i Kuhlo, Robert C., I el Lind, Christopher T., I Sracill
Kalinowski, Sharon A. el Kullberg, Kenneth N. I Srarccall Lind, David W.,
Kancitis, Andris, Il Kuminecz, John P, I ecaccdl Lind, Lauren A.,
Kaner, Stephen M., IS racccdll Kurina, Jerry W., IR cacccdl Lindquist, Peter W., I e dl
Kapp, Francis L., e al Kurko, John G. Il Lines, Russel W.,
Karas, Wayne J., IEecaccdll Kurtz, Larry D., IEecec el Link, Joseph V., IEaterccdll
Karlage, Joseph F. e rcdl Kurzen, Wayne A., Linville, Ray P.,
Karlin, Richard C. I dl Kusek, Robert M., QB Srecesd Liquori, William J., I ecere
Kase, Thomas P., IS acrdl Kusmanoff, Antone L., I ararccdll Litts, Phillip E., I al
Kassen, William C., B acaccdll Kuzdeny I, Basil L., Jr., I acaccal Lloyd, David E.,
Kato, Ken H., Kuzma, Lawrence P., Lloyd, Russell F., Bty
Kaufhold, Carl L., Kyle, James S., IEacarcal Locher, Roger C., B ot acecs
Kaufman, Robert I acccal Labar, Charles R., I el Loden, Michael W.,
Kaufman, Warren F. B acacccall Labeau, Michael H., e e ) Lohse, John A.,
Keefer, Rodney M., IS accal Lacadie,, Michael R., IBotacoes Lolas, Anthony J.
Keenan, Kevin A, IEEtere Lacey, James E., Longino, Jamie P.
Kehnle, Anthony C., I acacccdll Lackey, Michael B., Longren, Paul A.,
Keller, John J., Jr. I acacccal Lacki, Michael, J., Lopp, James K., et
Kelley, Charles P., I Ladd, Steven K., Lorenz, Gary R.,
Kelley, James R., I acedl Lageose, Richard T., Loser, Gregory A.,
Kelly, Dwight H., [ ecarcccall Laing, Arthur R., IEScecclll Loughran, John T. JEereteedll
Kelly, Frank K. I e Laitinen, Roger K., Il Love, David R.,
Kelmereit, Alan H., el Lamb, Allan R., Lowe, Robert A.,
Kemp, Richard C., IBSceteed Lamb, William J., Lowe, William B., Jr.,
Kennedy, Charles D., B ccdl Lambert, Morton T., B caccall Lowry, Clarence T., ISy
Kennedy, Gordon H., IE e rall Lambert, Norman L., I Scarccall Lucas, Stevan R.,
Kennedy, James D., B acarccall Lambert, Robert W., IR acdl Luczak, Ralph J.,
Kennedy, James M., I a0l Lamothe, Richard R., R Ludwig, Rodney M.,
Kennedy, Robert BM Lampe, George P., Luesse, Karl E.,

Kenner, Ronald P.)| Lancaster, Detlev L., Luka, Carlton K.,

Kennett, Douglas J. e al Landers, John S Lundquist, William H.,

Kent, James B., I Scarccdl Landis, Dale L., JEraceey Lung, Emmet G.,

Kerico, Robert S., I e cdl Landry, Louis F., Jr., ISl Lupolt, Randall Vm
Kermeen, John J. IS e dl Lane, Robert A., Lutz, Charles F.,

Kesselring, Gordon D., I e cdl Lane, Samuel O., Jr. I el Lydon, James P., I acdl
Kesterson, Ray B., I aceccdl Lang, Warren H., Lynch, Fredric C., I el
Keys, James H., Languit, Gerald A., Lynn, Edmund B.,
Kibby, Jerrald L., B eracseq Lanoue, Richard R., I Scarccall Lyon, James W.,
Kiermaier, Robert G. I acaccdll Lantry, Nevin L., Lyon, Thomas J., I acaccal
Kiley, James T., Lapointe, John W., Maas, Charles I.,%
Kilikauskas, Rom, Laposa, Joseph E., ISl MacAulay, Allan K.,

Kinderman, Joseph A, I accdll Larcher, Albert J., IS racccdl MacCarroll, Michael J., IS racccdll
Kinego, Joseph C., e dl Larsen, Roger H., Machmer, Paul D., IRl

Kingston, John C., Larson, Wayne D., MacKean, Barry C.,
Kinnear, William P., Jr., Larson, William A., MacLeod, Harley, J., BBerorered

Kinser, Sidney A., Later, Ronald J., Madson, Harris N.,
Kiraly, Emery M., IEErarcll Latham, James D., Magill, William S., m
Kirby, Robert 0.% Latham, Richard J. oS reweey Malcolm, Hugh S.,

Kirkland, Gregory G., Lattig, John M., el Malokas, John T., Jr., IR Sl
Kirkwood, Robert W., Lawder, Shelby D., Malone, Michael W.,
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Malone, Thomas A., I el McElgunn, Patrick T., Jr. I acacril Morgenstern, David H., Il
Maloy, Curtis K., IESacal McElhenie, Richard L., I Srarccal Morishige, Ronald L, I el
Mang, Douglas K., IEacecedl McEwen, James A., I accal Morissette, Arthur J. B Steccall
Mangels, John C., I Sarcll McGarvey, Richard G., e dl Morrelli, Peter E., S arral
Mangnall, Richard K. I et dl McGuire, Brian S., I accdl Morris, John A, IES el
Manire, William G., Jr., I acacccdl McGuire, Fredrick T., I el Morris, John K. IErarcal
Manker, Charles V., IS arcal McGuire, Michael W., ISl Morrison, Edmond J., Jr., IEecaccal
Manley, William J., I acacccal McHargue, William R., I e Morrow, Kenneth E., I acsrccdll
Mann, Ernest D., Jr. BECacaccd McHenry, Kenton D., I I Sl Morse, Gaylord J., e al
Mann, Vernon R., IESaccdl McHugh, Raymond R., I el Morton, William P., Jr., B acacccall
Mannion, John J. BB acatccall MciIntyre, Henry J. RS Mosbach, Richard J., I ercall
Marco, Richard M., = arrdll McIntyre, James H. B Sy Moscheau, Theodore M., Jr., I aceccdl
Marcotte, Ronald C. J. I araccil McKaskle, Joe P., I raccal Mosher, Walter L., I e atccall
Marek, Edward S., I acarcdl McKellar, Milton L., BB acaccdll Mouat, Frederick W., I caccdl
Markey, Jeffrey H. e et McKenzie, Gary L., I ececed Mrazek, James E., Jr., BB St et
Marklund, Jon M., I aarccal MecKittrick, Robert J. e al Mrozowski, Harry E., IEtacetcs
Marks, Ronald J. el McKnight, Thomas J. JEecetcelll Mueller, Garry S., IEE=carecall
Markussen, Carl S., Il McLain, Albert H., el Mueller, John W., II, I e dl
Marlow, Frederick K., I S carccdll McLaughlin, Lester Mulherin, Joseph W., 111, I e call
Marr, John E., Jr. IS acrdl McMahon, Dennis J., IR et asesd Mulkey, David K.,
Marsch, Robert J., Jr. B cocaccdll McManus, Newell C., Jr., I ey Muller, Alvin D.,
Marsh, Brian R. I ararcdl McMillen, Victor R., Mullikin, Michael O. I e dl
Marsh, Charles W., B e dl McMurray, Frederick C., I crcdl Munn, Henry J., IR cccall
Marshall, Bruce E. I Sracccdll McNally, John B., Jr., B e dl Munninghoff, Ivan, il
Marshall, Patrick H. IS e call McNaughton, William J., e ecrdl Murdock, Robert M., IE e e dll
Marshall, Terry D., IR cercal McNeer, Joseph T., IR arcal Murphy, Dennis J., B acarccal
Marshall, Victor H., I v cdl McSwain, Thomas C., Jr., I acrdl Murphy, John P., Jr. el
Marshall, William D., I Scarcal McVey, David L., Murphy, Kent J. I v al
Marstall, James B. el Medinger, Joseph D., I araccdll Murphy, Robert O. et all
Martin, Donald F. S cated Meinke, George H., I rarrdl Musgrove, Gary M.,
Martin, Franklin P., I11 I el Melchior, Richard B., I ararcdl Mutty, Judith el
Martin, Michael T., I Scarccal Melhart, Leonard J., Jr. i ecacccall Myers, David M.,
Martin, Thomas G. I ecaccal Melton, Dennis D., el Myers, Jerry P., It
Marzinke, David H., B el Mentz, John W., I ececccall Myers, Thomas C.,
Maskell, Dean E., B atccall Meredith, James D., Jr. el Mpyran, John P., I acccal
Mason, Alonzo C., II, IERrarcdl Merkle, Raymond P. I ararccdl Naccari, Norman W., I ararccdll
Mason, David J., I arcal Merriott, Charles R. IS acdl Naddra, George T., I accal
Mather, Richard S. I araccdl Messenger, Marion J., Jr. I aracil Nadeau, Eugene R., I cacccal
Mathews, James W., et Metz, Thomas L., Nadeau, Robert L., I Srarccall
Mathis, Harry M., I e call Meyer, Wallace M., Jr., I e cdll Nagel, Steven R., I aracccdl
Matsumura, Ronald T. e dl Meyers, James B., I Srarccall Nagle, Bruce M.,
Matthews, Alan F., Jr. IR e racccdll Meyers, William D., B dl Nahlen, Martin F. I aceccall
Matthews, Marvin G. BB atccal Micklas, Paul J., Jr. IS dl Nataupsky, Mark, I e
Maultsby, Thomas E., I aceccall Middleton, Robert M., I acaccdll Naumann, Leroy M., IEacaccdll
Maxwell, Mark D., I ecarccdl Midkiff, Richard M., B ecaccal Neal, Richard H., IS acrdl
May, Douglas H., Iy Milburn, Michael P. I caracccall Neary, Michael J., I caracecdll
May, John W., IE=racral Miles, David A., IR Nefzger, Charles L.,
Mayes, Lawrence R., I el Milewski, Mitchell Jr., B aceccdl Neher, Kenneth R., I
Mayfield, Wayne, I Rretecll Milhiser, Charles L., Jr., e Neighbors, William A.,
Mayforth, Gregory S. It raccdll Millard, Terry L., I Scarccal Nelson, Eric E.,
Maynard, Harold W. I ararccal Miller, Charles G., I11 B e dll Nelson, Loren P., Jr., el
Mazziotta, Joseph IE e dl Miller, Duane M., e dl Nemec, Ronald R.,
McAdam, Theodore J., Jr. I ecarcal Miller, Herman G., Jr. I acarcdl Nenner, Ronald B., I et
McCabe, Daniel J., I11, I aearccall Miller, John F., Jr. il Nesbitt, Lance D., I et
McCarthy, Michael J., e dl Miller, John P., I Srarcal Nett, John O. S rarccal
McCarthy, Stephen P. S il Miller, Jon A., Nettles, Thomas C.,

McCarthy, Thomm Miller, Paul H., B e dll Neumann, William C., II,
McCarty, Curtis, Miller, Stephen R., B acrccill Neurauter, David L., I racccall
McCarty, Deryl S., Miller, Walter J., II1 B acaccall Newbern, David W.,
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